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fTT RRT ft f*FT ftw ^ Weft f fWFlft ftp W TJSRF ftcfcdH <ft TcRT ft T73T W Reft 
Separate Paging is given to this Part in order that it may be filed as a separate compilation 


RFT II—TRW 3—WT-Tjprg' (ii ) 

PART II—Section 3—Sub-section (ii) 

RTRT WcfcH Mil id4l' ( T8JT M4MM c*ft tfUcbl ) ?HTT wft ftm* RIT HTfftfftcR 3TTft?T 3ft? 3Tfy^Hll( 

Statutory Orders and Notifications Issued by the Ministries of the Government of India 
(Other than the Ministry of Defence) 


fftrT M4ldi| 

( Id did ftdin fftRRT) 

2 RRRft, 2016 

WT.3TT. 480.—®l'<=b<=blft ImIhMMH 3Tft#PW, 1949 (1949 
RR 10) Rft RRT 53 £RT RRx1 Rlfelftf RR WI RRft fir, ^TTTcT 
TRWTC, wftl fftlft RR1 Rft Pm 1 fell RT U.d<^KI, R^ WI 
RRcft t fe W SlfftfRRR Wff ?4TTT 10 wft RR-RR1 (1) ^ 
Tints' (r) (i) r^ wtiftftt wr wrq rt ^ 

Rftf ftft, wf RR7 RRl ftRR 3#R RRIRT ftt RRR ftlftRTRT 
RR TJURT RRftREW 3#RfRft ft) ft).RR. WRgRR RR ftfeRl 
oftPidRI ftft ft^ft ftfeRl RRft RT1W t^ftAft RRElt 

PdPM^ ft fttft ft PH-ftdRi RTfftR RRft ft t I 

[RR. ft. 13/22/2015-wftaft-I ] 

fftRR RcftlRt, 3RR RfftR 


MINISTRY OF FINANCE 
(Department of Financial Services) 

New Delhi, the 2nd February, 2016 

S.O. 480. —In exercise of the powers conferred by 
Section 53 of the Banking Regulation Act, 1949 (10 of 1949), 
the Government of India on the recommendations of the 
Reserve Bank of India, hereby declare that the provisions 
of sub-clauses (i) of clause (c) of sub-section (1) of Section 
10 of the said Act shall not apply to Bank of Baroda in so 
far as it relates to the nomination of Shri P.S. Jayakumar, 
Managing Director & Chief Executive Officer of the Bank 
of Baroda as director on the Boards of India Bank Malaysia 
Berhad and M/s. India First Life Insurance Company 
Limited. 

LF.No.13/22/2015-BO-I] 
VIJAY MALHOTRA, Under Secy. 


1167 GI/2016 
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41 fa44f), 3 47747), 2016 

471.34. 481.—' t474717)f4f4444 3#[f444, 1949 ( 1949 
44 10) 47) 4171 53 £171 444 TlfaTPlf 44 WI 4777) fir, 41771 
7174717, RR4t4 f74^ 447 4ft PoTIRkiT 47 ifdd^KI, 44 4TT4T 
47771) f fe 444 3#rf444 47) 4171 10 47) 34-4171 (1) 4^ 
72D4 (4) ^ 34-7°D4 (i) ^ 4444 IdllNK ^47 41 71F[ 
4#' #1, 44T 447 1444 444 14441414 ^47 4^ 344i4 TJ4 
444 14^447 4) 4^4T 7)3) 47) W)4 fulfil 444 W) f444 
%. (M^M %.) 4t 4ti $ ^4-44^414147 ft^!47 4Tf44 
477^ 7) ■! I 

[44. 4. 13/7/2014-413TT-I] 
f444 ticrSfal, 3147 Tlf44 

New Delhi, the 3rd February, 2016 

S.O. 481.— In exercise of the powers conferred by 
Section 53 of the Banking Regulation Act, 1949 (10 of 1949), 
the Government of India on the recommendations of the 
Reserve Bank of India, hereby declare that the provisions 
of sub-clauses (i) of clause (c) of sub-section (1) of Section 
10 of the said Act shall not apply to Allahabad Bank in so 
far as it relates to the nomination of Shri Rakesh Sethi, 
CMD, Allahabad Bank as Non Official Director on the Board 
of Export Credit Guarantee Corporation of India Ltd. (ECGC 
Ltd.). 

[F. No. 13/7/2014-BO-I] 
VIJAY MALHOTRA, Under Secy. 

4 44f, 2016 

cfTT.34. 482.—' 4R#4144^^47 3#[f444, 1934 ( 1934 
47T 2) 47) 4171 8 47) 44-414 (1) 4) 4D4 (4) £14 434 
KlPdddf 44 4414474) fT, 7174717, ifd^KI, 44 4744M 
4ft#4 (4l4ly.4) 4> - 3124 47FS4T447 3lf44717) 44 44414^4147 
4) 44444 (4F4 f71p4 : 02.06.1963 ) 47) 44471 

f4^f44 4ft 3lp47J441 47) M4 ^ 417 4^ 47) 314p4 ^ 
31441 344?) 34^4) 447, 4) 4 ) 444) 4), 4K#4 f74p) ^47 4^ 
^#7 4)^ 3 3T4T47Tf4147 ^(7-7774717) f4^4147 4Tf44 4774) t I 

[44.71. 1/1/2015-^)341-1] 
1444 44^141, 3747 7lf44 

New Delhi, the 4th March, 2016 

S.O. 482.— In exercise of the powers conferred by 
clause (c) of the sub-section (1) of Section 8 of the Reserve 
Bank of India Act, 1934 (2 of 1934), the Central Government 
hereby nominates Shri Natarajan Chandrasekaran (DOB: 
02.06.1963), Chief Executive Officer and Managing Director, 
Tata Consultancy Services (TCS) as Part Time Non Official 
Director on the Central Board of Reserve Bank of India for 


a period of four years from the date of notification of his 
appointment, or until further orders, whichever is earlier. 

[F. No. 1/1/2015-BO-I] 
VIJAY MALHOTRA, Under Secy. 

41 f444l), 4 4Ff, 2016 

7*71.311. 483.-4174)4 fW &b 3lMwT, 1934 (1934 
471 2) 47) 4171 8 47) 44-4171 (1) 4) 72D4 (4) £171 444 
4lf444f 471 44)4 4777) fT, 7174717, T4££K1, 4%40 

471^71 4) 47Ff4l4147 3F4S4 4) 474 47)44 4t4l) (4^4 f4p4 : 
12.06.1949 ) 47) 4447) f4^f44 47) 3#17J441 47) f4p4 ^ 44 
Tpf 47) 314p4 ^ 31441 34T<7) 34^4) 7147, 4) 4) 444) 4), 

41771)4 f74^ t47 4^ di-sOd 4)^ 3T4147lf4147 ^-7174717) 

fa^4147 4lf44 47771) t I 

[471.71. 1/2/2015-4)34-1] 
f444 474141, 3147 7lf44 
New Delhi, the 4th March, 2016 

S.O. 483.— In exercise of the powers conferred by 
clause (c) of the sub-section (1) of Section 8 of the Reserve 
Bank of India Act, 1934 (2 of 1934), the Central Government 
hereby nominates Shri Bharat Narotam Doshi (DOB: 
12.06.1949), Non-Executive Chairman of Mahindra Finance 
as Part Time Non Official Director on the Central Board of 
Reserve Bank of India for a period of four years from the 
date of notification of his appointment, or until further 
orders, whichever is earlier. 

[F. No. 1/2/2015-BO-I] 
VIJAY MALHOTRA, Under Secy. 

M f^lTTl), 4 4Ff, 2016 

44.34. 484— 41771)4f744t47 3lf4f444, 1934 ( 1934 
471 2) 47) 4171 8 47) 44-4171 ( 1) 47 74^4 (4) £171 UTTf 
4(1 fad4T 471 Wl 4774 fT, ^#7 7174717, ifdd^KI, 4) 7J4k 
4473 (4^1 fdf4 : 05.08.1947) 47) 4447) fa^fad 47) 3lf4 
TJ44T 47) fdp4 4 417 4^ 47) 314f4 47 31441 3144) 31K41 

447, 4) 4 ) 454 4), 41771)4 f74^ ^47 47 44)4 4 )^ 4 
314147Tf4147 ^17-7174717) f4£4147 4lfti4 47771) t I 

[471. 71. l/3/2015-4)3lf-I] 
f444 444141, 3147 7lf44 
New Delhi, the 4th March, 2016 

S.O. 484.— In exercise of the powers conferred by 
clause (c) of the sub-section (1) of Section 8 of the Reserve 
Bank of IndiaAct, 1934 (2 of 1934), the Central Government 
hereby nominates Shri Sudhir Mankad (DOB: 05.08.1947), 
as Part Time Non Official Director on the Central Board of 
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Reserve Bank of India for a period of four years from the 
date of notification of his appointment, or until further 
orders, whichever is earlier. 

[F. No. 1/3/2015-BO-I] 
VIJAY MALHOTRA, Under Secy. 

fF^FT IRIOT 

(Tfr.-qT.^T. m) 

R^fRFFlt, lORRFTt, 2016 

FR.3R. 485.— LMHpRF 3TfT F%fl4 RfRFFTl (RTRF 
^'#0^3lf«riWT, 1948 (1948 FT41)FffFRT2^TiR 

(f) ^ srjtrrt ^ ^enfFF 3 tt^t i 

y.d<^KI, ^ TTTFTT RRF F^ FFFTFfR, 

Ff fFFR fRR, R£|4F SPJRRT 3TfFFTTt sflT Fl TTRIT RTRFT, 
RdlRF 3RJRRT 3 tPffr[ Flf iRRTF 10 7F4Tt, 2016 3 W? 
Fl^dl 3TpFFTTl ^ <f[T RT Fl^dl RFT3ff F fR%R ^ fFR 
RTfFFRT FTFf t I 

[^Ff. -^-4330/01/2015] 
rffrt fr, fr ttPff (fTt^r) 

MINISTRY OF EXTERNAL AFFAIRS 

(CPV DIVISION) 

New Delhi, the 10th February, 2016 

S.0.485. —Statutory Order in pursuance of the clause 
(a) of the Section 2 of the Diplomatic and Consular Officers 
(Oaths and Fees) Act, 1948 (41 of 1948), the Central 
Government hereby appoints (1) Shri Shivam Singh, 
Assistant Section Officer and (2) Shri Sameer Goyal, 
Assistant Section Officer as Assistant Consular Officer in 
the High Commission of India, Nairobi to perform the 
Consular services with effect from 10th February, 2016. 

[No. T-4330/01/2015] 
PRAKASH CHAND, Dy. Secy. (Consular) 
R^fRFFTl, 1 RRp 2016 

FR.3R. 486.— TTFRfRF 3TfT FFTJFTtR 3TpRFRf ( WT 
RFRffTT) ^ 3TpRfFRR, 1948 ( 1948 FF 41) Fit FRT 2 F 3RR 
(FI) ^ RjRGi ^FTfFF 3TT^T | 

RFRgRT, FR TRFFT FRF FT 3^I4HI, PddHd R 
Ft RR.Rt. TIFF, TRFRF 3RJRRT arfFFRt FF fFTTF 1 RRf, 
2016 3 TRTFF FFTpTT 3TfFFFTt F FR RT FFTJFT TIFT3ff Ft 
PHcJdH F fFR RTfFFR FTFt t I 

[TT. Ft-4330/01/2016] 
RFFRT FR, FR TlfFF (FfrpTT) 


New Delhi, the 1st March, 2016 

S.0.486. —Statutory Order in pursuance of the clause 
(a) of the Section 2 of the Diplomatic and Consular Officers 
(Oaths and Fees) Act, 1948 (41 of 1948), the Central 
Government hereby appoints Shri S.P. Rawat, ASO as 
Assistant Consular Officer in the High Commission of 
India, Lilongwe to perform the Consular services with effect 
from 1st March, 2016. 

[No. T-4330/01/2016] 
PRAKASH CHAND, Dy. Secy. (Consular) 
M fRFFft, 3 RRf, 2016 

F7T.3TT. 487.—TTFRfRF 3Ttr FTRJRtR FTpFFRf ( WT 
RFRffTT) F FTpRfRRR, 1948 ( 1948 FF 41) FTt FRT 2 ^ 7FR 
(FI) Ft 3RJTRRT R ^FlfRF 3TRFT I 

ifd^KI, FR TRFFT RTTF F ^FIFTR, fFRTTTTT R 
(1) ^fFFrfg^RRRRFT.fFR) RdlRF 3TR (2) Ft >£dklH 
TFRTt, FfRF TlfFFTFTF TTRTRF FF fRRTF 3 RRf, 2016 3 
TRFRF FTpgFR 3TpFFFTt F> FR RT Ftf^FR RFlsff <£ fRcfFR 

Fi fFR rtPrff FTFt i? I 

[TT. Ft-4330/07/2016] 
RFFFT FR, FR TlfFF (FTTpTT) 
New Delhi, the 3rd March, 2016 

S.0.487. —Statutory Order in pursuance of the clause 
(a) of the Section 2 of the Diplomatic and Consular Officers 
(Oaths and Fees) Act, 1948 (41 of 1948), the Central 
Government hereby appoints (1) Shri Lilantu Kumar, 
Personal Assistant and (2) Shri PhoolaRam Swami, Senior 
Secretariat Assistant as Assistant Consular Officer in the 
Embassy of India, Kinshasa to perform the Consular services 
with effect from 3rd March, 2016. 

[No. T-4330/07/2016] 
PRAKASH CHAND, Dy. Secy. (Consular) 
R^fFFFft, 14 RFf, 2016 

FR.3TT. 488.—TTFRfRF FR FTfTpTtR STpRFFTt (RTRR 
RTRffTT) ^ STpRfRRR, 1948 ( 1948 FF 41) Fft FRT 2 F> TRR 
(F) F 3RJTRR1R FR TRFFT Ft R#T FRTR, TTRTRF 3RJRRT 
STfFFRt FF 14 Rpf, 2016 ^ RRF F RTTFtR R^FlRtR, TJFT 
R TRTRF FTRpTT FTpRFFTt F FTf^ff FT RTFR FRF F fFR 
RTfRFF FRF) t I 

[TT. Fl-4330/01/2015] 
RFFRT FR, FR TlfFF (Fp§FR) 
New Delhi, the 14th March, 2016 

S.0.488. —Statutory Order in pursuance of the clause 
(a) of the Section 2 of the Diplomatic and Consular Officers 
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(Oaths and Fees) Act, 1948 (41 of 1948), the Central 
Government hereby authorises Shri Parveen Kumar, 
Assistant Section Officer in the High Commission of India, 
Suva to perform the Consular services as Assistant Consular 
Officer with effect from 14th March, 2016. 

[No. T-4330/01/2015] 
PRAKASH CHAND, Dy. Secy. (Consular) 

R^fftreft, 14 RTft, 2016 

RR.3IT. 489.—/MHp-IRi ftft RftTJRftR srfftRRft (WJ 
RftRftn) ^ srfftfRRR, 1948 ( 1948 RR 41) Rft RRR 2^^ 
(Rft ^ RRJTTRJT ft ftsRfRR/ 33KRT I 

Rd-^KI, tftft tHldiK RTTR R5 ^RTRTTT, ftffftR ft 
(1 ) ?ft ^TRR RFflT 44414=6, Odm 3RJRTR 3#TRRft 3jft 
(2) ?ft WITT TRRR, WT 3RJRFT 3#[RRft Rft fftRlRT 
14 Rift, 2016 ft wm Rftftjdi 3ftftRRft <£ fttT ft Rftftjdt 
ftRTftf ^ fftftdR Rft %R RTfRRRT RRkft t I 

[ft. ftft-4330/01/2016] 
TO1 R^R, RR RfftR (=6%rK) 
New Delhi, the 14th March, 2016 

S.0.489.— Statutory Order in pursuance of the clause 
(a) of the Section 2 of the Diplomatic and Consular Officers 
(Oaths and Fees) Act, 1948 (41 of 1948), the Central 
Government hereby appoints (1) Shri Jayant Kumar Patnaik, 
Assistant Section Officer and (2) Shri Prakash Swaroop, 
Assistant Section Officer as Assistant Consular Officer in 
the Embassy of India, Beijing to perform the Consular 
services with effect from 14th March, 2016. 

[No. T-4330/01/2016] 
PRAKASH CHAND, Dy. Secy. (Consular) 


cUiui^ ftft? RIllR MftlHR 

( cuTui-y fsnTIR) 

R^fftreft, 15 RTft, 2016 

cFT.3TT. 490.—WR, fRRfa (cRUfddl ftiWl 
3TRfrfl9M) fRRR, 1964 Tlwi 12 ft RMpHRH ( 2 ) ft RTR 
Rfecl fRRfa (oMlPddl fftWT ftft fftftRR) 1963 

(1963 RR 22) ftf RTR 7 RftRR-RTR (1) RJR RRR 
RR W1 RFR IT, ftnft ftrPSjfRRR <ftPH=bd fftlft RR4?R>H, 
Rift R. 8, Rffe R. 17, ^llftW RRftfft RlftR, RfftlR TRRTR - 
^iRW.fftTTT-ftPftl^ (Rft), dfftfRI-721602, MPHRH RRRR, 
Rft fR RpRTJRRT, R/ TIRRR ft RRRR1R Rft Rift® ft #T Rft 
Rft 3TRfR W %R RTTR RTRR7 ft RlPuM RRTRR ftf RfRTJRRT 
RR.RT. 3975 RlfftsT 20 POHHt, 1965 4MH4 3R]Tjft 


ft PoPhR^ TsrfRR ftft 3TRTRT (TIRR-I), 3TRfR 
RftSTTRRTfR RR RRRftR RR[ft fR ftfe 3TRTRT 3jk £)'jIdl'd 
3TRTRT RR PdHPdPsld Rift RT 3TRtR Tdft |TR, RTRRT: RRR 
TsrfRRT aftr 3TR3RR RR dftm ft, fftftR Rft fftT^RR RFR ft 
%R RRT STfRRRRT ft RR ft RFRRT RRTR RF?ft ft, 3TRfR :— 

(1) ftnft ^TPSjfRRR RpRchd fftlft RRRfTRTR, Rift R'. 8, 
W R'. 17, ^llftW RRRTftft RlftR, RfftR T^RTR - 
^RW.fftRT-ftPftl^ (Rft), dftA4l-721602,RlTRR 
RRTRT, IsrfRRT aftR 3TR4RT (RTRR-I) RR fRRftl (M^RR) 
fRRR, 1965 RT fRRR 4 ^ 33 R[r M^RR RR RRRpRRR 
RFR R^ %R RR^ ?KI 3TRRT^ R^ PdPlSRR H=sPcl Rft 
RR RRlft ^ %R $TR fftfRR fRRfR M^RR RftR\ £RR 
R1R srfRRRftRf Rft RRpR ^fRRTR ftftft; afk 

(ii) 'ftRrft ^TR3jfeRR cftpRchd fftRTft RRRftRRd, RT^ R'. 8, 
W R. 17, l J lRW RRRTftft Rl^R, RfftTR R^RTR - 
^llRU.fRRn-ftPddl^ (Rft), dPA4l-721602,RlTRR 
RRTR, fR 3#RJRRT RT SrftlR 33Rft RRR? RT RTRR ft 
fft^RTRi (fftft^RR 3fft RRTfftR) fRRR'R) f^rfcT fftft^RR 
RftR\?JR RRR-RRR RT PdRsId RRT ft fftR RR fRftftf 
ft 3RRg; ftfft | 

[RR. ft. 04/02/2016-fRRftr fftft^RR] 
ft?ffR RRRTT TRftft, TlftRR TlfftR 

MINISTRY OFCOMMERCE AND INDUSTRY 
(Department of Commerce) 

New Delhi, the 15th March, 2016 

S.O. 490.— In exercise of the powers conferred by 
sub-section (1) of section 7 of the Export (Quality Control 
and Inspection) Act, 1963 (22 of 1963), read with sub-rule 

(2) of rule 12 of the Export (Quality Control and Inspection) 
Rules, 1964, the Central Government hereby recognises 
M/s. Therapeutics Chemical Research Corporation, Ward 
No. 8, Plot No. 17, Durgachak Colony Market, Police Station 
Durgachak, District- Medinipur(East), Haldia-721 602, West 
Bengal, as an agency for a period of three years from the 
date of publication of this notification, for inspection of 
Minerals and Ores (Group-I), namely, Iron Ore and 
Manganese Ore excluding manganese dioxide specified in 
the Schedule annexed to the notification of the Government 
of India, Ministry of Commerce notification number S.O. 
3975, dated the 20th December 1965, prior to export of the 
said Minerals and Ores at Haldia, subject to the following 
conditions, namely:— 

(i) that M/s. Therapeutics Chemical Research 
Corporation, Ward No. 8, Plot No. 17, Durgachak 
Colony Market, Police Station- Durgachak, District- 
Medinipur (East), Haldia -721 602, West Bengal, shall 
give adequate facilities to the officers nominated by 
the Export Inspection Council in this behalf to examine 
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the method of inspection followed by them in carrying 
out inspection under rule 4 of the Export of Minerals 
and Ores Group-I (Inspection) Rules, 1965; and 

(ii) that M/s Therapeutics Chemical Research 
Corporation, Ward No. 8, Plot No. 17, Durgachak 
Colony Market, PS - Durgachak, District- Medinipur 
(East), Haldia-721 602, West Bengal, in the 
performance of their function under this notification 
shall be bound by such directions as the Director 
(Inspection and Quality Control), Export Inspection 
Council may give in writing from time to time. 

[F. No. 04/02/2016-Export Inspection] 

SANTOSH KUMAR SARANGI, Jt. Secy, 
life#, 15 Rpf, 2016 

cFT.3TT. 491.—^£^#4 RRRRR, fRRfa (cMlPddl ftWl 
3Trcfrftem) f™, 1964 ^Irrr 12 ^RRRfRRR ( 2 ) rrrttr 
■ qfecl fRRfa (oMlPddl PH44UI 3pR M$PR) 3#rfwr, 1963 
(1963 rr 22 ) Rft rrt 7 RTtRR-RRT ( 1 ) ur rtr i/iPwdT 
rr ott rrr it, fRT^RRtte firm ^feRT rfrr PdPH^ 

23, RRUft RUlt 4 rT cfeT, Rt.Rt#. ^RTRIRRRT RT^RR Hldbli 

Rml- 600001 , rr fB 3#rgyFn, u tirrr r rrrrfi 

Rft Ttlfter ^ #5 R^ Rf) 3TRfR %TT RRR 7RRRT R7 dlpJM 
HRIdd Rft 3#RJT51 WTFT RR.3R 3975 RRftsl 20 PpHMf, 
1965 afl7 WITR! RR.3TT. 3978 cTRpH 20 ftUHL 1965 Tf 
3FpjRj 3 PctPnR^ nfRR afR 3 trtrt rrr-i, siRfe 
RTfR 3TO 3flT Pi/uld 3TR7RT, I°rfT3T 3fR 3TO HRR-II, 
3T«ricT Ppuld RT^IRRI^, ^Ul^cKH afp; Rkdld RR PHHPdPsld 
TTcff R' STRpT <5d 'gT, sbR^I: rfdd <21 Pi>4 3fl7 STRTRTl RR 
frqfa ^ Rmr ^ %r rrt srfRRiTU u rr 
R HIRdl 7GH RRRt t, 3TRfa :— 

(i) fRT^R^ fTFR ffeRT RTftfe PdPH^ 23, TUTDlt 
RRlt ^rraTT RR, Rt.Rt.Rft RJIM4R4I RIUTR HldPlsS, 

600001, TsrfRR 3fR 3TRTRT TPJp'-I RR 
fRRfR CPlftem) fRRR, 1965 afR R°rfRR 3TR 3TR7RT 
RTfR-II fRRfR (Muu) fTR, 1965 ^ fRRR 4 ^ 
RRlR Pit) UR RR RRRfRRR RR-f Ri Pm, dddi SKI 
3 hH* d14 Rf Mam RRjfR RR RR RTRf R> PdR 1TR 
fRfRR fRRfR fRlfUR RftR\ UR HIHPdR»d srfRRRffRf 
RR RRfRT TjfRRTR 3pR 

(ii) ‘fclRf ^KH^RdlUftRRffeRlRT^F PdPH^ 23,RRDTt 
RRTTf, RTfRl RRT, Rt.Rf.ut. RRRTRRRF RTSRR 

^ftRT, ^R|-600001, FR srfRRJRRT ^ STRRt 3TRR 

^RRf^RTRR^Td^IRi (M^Fl sfR RRlfM PdR'dil) 
Pdld PrI^FI mRirHRI RRR-RRR RR Rdp2ld FF 
$ fRR RR fR^Rff 3 3TTRRJ #t I 

[RR. RT. 4/8/2015-'pRrftl pRtSFT] 
RRTR ^RR Wft, R"^RR RlfRR 


New Delhi, the 15th March, 2016 

S.O. 491.— In exercise of the powers conferred by 
sub-section (1) of section 7 of the Export (Quality Control 
and Inspection) Act, 1963 (22 of 1963) read with sub-rule 
(2) of rule 12 of the Export (Quality Control and Inspection) 
Rules, 1964, the Central Government hereby recognises 
M/s Inspectorate Griffith India Pvt. Ltd., 23, Rajaji Salai, 4 th 
Floor, P.T Lee Chengalvarya Naicker Maaligai, Parryes, 
Chennai- 600001, as an agency for a period of three years 
from the date of publication of this notification, for 
inspection of Minerals and Ores Group-1, namely, Lon Ore 
and Manganese Ore and Group-II, namely, Manganese 
dioxide, Barytes and Feldspar, specified in the Schedule 
annexed to the notification of the Government of India in 
the Ministry of Commerce vide number S.O. 3975, dated 
the 20th December 1965, and S.O 3978, dated the 20th 
December, 1965 respectively, prior to export of the said 
Minerals and Ores at Chennai subject to the following 
conditions, namely: — 

(i) that M/s Inspectorate Griffith India Pvt. Ltd., 23, 
Rajaji Salai, 4 th Floor, P.T Lee Chengalvarya Naicker 
Maaligai, Parryes, Chennai- 600001 shall give 
adequate facilities to the officers nominated by the 
Export Inspection Council in this behalf to examine 
the method of inspection followed by them in 
carrying out the inspection under rule 4 of the Export 
of Minerals and Ores, Group-I (Inspection) Rules, 
1965 and the Export of Minerals and Ores, Group-II 
(Inspection) Rules, 1965; and 

(ii) that M/s Inspectorate Griffith India Pvt. Ltd., 23, 
Rajaji Salai, 4 th Floor, P.T Lee Chengalvarya Naicker 
Maaligai, Parryes, Chennai- 600001 in the 
performance of their function under this notification 
shall be bound by such directions as the Director 
(Inspection and Quality Control), Export Inspection 
Council may give in writing from time to time. 

[F. No. 4/8/2015-Export Inspection] 
SANTOSH KUMAR SARANGI, Jt. Secy. 

15 RUf, 2016 

eFT.OT. 492.—Rv^TlR RRR5R, fRRfcT (RRlPdil fRRTR 
3TRfRfteFl) fRRR, 1964 mfRRR 12 mRRfRRR (2) R7RRR 
RfeR fRRfa (cMlfddl fRWl 3ftR -pR^Fl) 3#rfRRR, 1963 
(1963 RR 22) R5t RR1 7 R»t RR-RR1 (1) UR RRR RTfRRRf 
RR RRTR RRTl fTR, ^RRj fRRT RRT.U’. RTfRR fufRRR, ^R 
R. 8-45-9/2/1 Rt, fRRTRRR RRdHl, #T, sflRg; 
7M3R| RTRRT R7 RTRfq lRRITTRTRRRR-530003, RR ^R 
3TfSRJRRT, RT RRRR R RRRRR Rlt RTRlTI ^ #R R^ RTt 3TRfR 
U RRR RRRTR U RTpiRR RRTRIR Rlt 3TfSRJRRT RRmfRT 
RR.3TT. 3975 RRte 20 ROM/, 1965 3^ WRRT RR.3R. 3978 
RRteT 20 ROM/, 1965 ^ 3T^TJR] fRfRf^R TlfRR 
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3TR 31TOTTO (TFJTO-I), 3TTOfa TOTTO TOTOTTO TOR ikHlTO TOTOTTO, 

kk kk tttoto-ii, tort Trfroro TOfcr tort 

TOTOTTO TOT PinldRsId TOTO? TO TOTOlTO TTOTO 1RT, WT: TOTTO 
TslfTOTO kk TOTOTTOf TOT 1TOTORWTTOTOT kk TIRTH k, kRfa 
kktajTO TOR TO %T TTO TOfkTORT RMdl TO 

TOR] t, TO^lfa :— 

(1) kr[k fkTO RTT.^k. -%mz kk TO. 8-45-9/2/1 

«ft, kt, Putter obidlnl, k]k] kro, TOtroro tMtot^ 
RTOTO TO TETk fkWWTTOTOR-530003, TlfTOTO sfk TORTTO 
TEJ?-I TOT Pr]to (kkkUT) fwr, 1965 kk TlfTOR 
kk 3TTOTTO TFT?'-II fTOTfcT (kkkUT) pRE, 1965 k 
pRE 4 <£ 3TEpT Plk^RT TOT TORpTOTTO TO ^ %E 
3dk TORT 3RTTOTS; Ef idO^FT H=sRl TO] TOE TOTk TO> 

%E to frofkTO PrPt frok^E ePe\ tort hihPhR^ 
3lpTTOTpEf TO ETOpTO TJpTETp pEp kk 

(ii) krik fETO ER.k. W?ETO fkfkfe, kk TO. 8-45-9/2/1 
kp Trt, Pterett TOpfPft, k]k] kro, kkro kkrterk 
TOTTOTO k TETtE fTOWWTTOTOE-530003, TO TOpTTJETOT 
k 3 tePt 3tto totto? to] tor k Pn^icb (PkpFT kk 

cMlPdil PRTOTO) pRpT frofpFT EpTO^TORT TETTO-TRR 

to Idfeid k tot k fro; to; fkkroff k 3T1TO5 kk i 

[TO. k. 4/1/2016-pRfTOpRpFT] 

krofro eter wft, kfro ttPte 

New Delhi, the 15th March, 2016 

S.O. 492.— In exercise of the powers conferred by 
sub-section (1) of section 7 of the Export (Quality Control 
and Inspection) Act, 1963 (22 of 1963), read with sub-rule 

(2) of rule 12 of the Export (Quality Control and Inspection) 
Rules, 1964, the Central Government hereby recognises 
M/s.MitraS.K.PvtLtd.,DoorNo. 8-45-9/2/1 B,C, Vidyanagar 
Colony, 4 th Lane, Near Old CBI Down, Visakhapatnam-530 
003, as an agency for a period of three years from the date 
of publication of this notification, for inspection of Minerals 
and Ores (Group- I), namely. Iron ore, manganese ore , 
Ferro Manganese and Bauxite and Group II Chrome Ore 
including Chrome concentrates, specified in the Schedule 
annexed to the notification of the Government of India in 
the Ministry of Commerce vide number S.O. 3975, dated 
the 20th December 1965 and S.O 3978, dated the 20th 
December, 1965 respectively, prior to export of the said 
Minerals and Ores at Vishakhapatnam and Gangavaram 
subject to the following conditions, namely: - 

(i) that M/s Mitra S.K. Pvt. Ltd., Door No. 8-45-9/2/1 
B,C, Vidyanagar Colony, 4 th Lane, Near Old CBI 
Down, Visakhapatnam-530 003, shall give adequate 
facilities to the officers nominated by the Export 
Inspection Council in this behalf to examine the 
method of inspection followed by them in carrying 
out the inspection under rule 4 of the Export of 


Minerals and Ores, Group-I (Inspection) Rules, 1965 
and the Export of Minerals and Ores, Group-II 
(Inspection) Rules, 1965; and 

(ii) that M/s Mitra S.K Pvt. Ltd., Door No. 8-45-9/2/1 
B,C, Vidyanagar Colony, 4 th Lane, Near Old CBI 
Down, Visakhapatnam-530 003, in the performance 
of their function under this notification shall be 
bound by such directions as the Director (Inspection 
and Quality Control), Export Inspection Council may 
give in writing from time to time. 

[F. No. 4/1/2016-Export Inspection] 
SANTOSH KUMAR SARANGI, Jt. Secy. 


TORT fTOTOTTOTO ETOTTOR 

TO^fkrok, 11 ETE, 2016 

TOT.3E. 493.—TOTOpTTTTTOE, TRETET (EE TO TORTTOpT 
TOTORf TO pR TOTOT) PlEE, 1976 TO PlEE 10 TO TOE-pRE 
(4) TO TOjTTTOT k, TOTTO PlEITOTO ETOTOR TO ETO5 EERIER 
TOTTO PTEITOTO ETOTpRETER TO aRpT TOTOrfER TOT PRETTO, 
TOTORFTOT TOT TORfER, ERTOTOTO TOT TRT5R EpTTjfETO TOTTO] 

I TOrffro tor] so yfdtjid k ePtto TOkrok-TOro k fkk tot 

TOlkTTPTTO RTO WTO TOT fERT t I 

[k. i-11014/9/2015-TT.W] 
TOpTET klTOTTOTO, TEJTOT EfEE 
MINISTRY OF CIVIL AVIATION 
New Delhi, the 11th March, 2016 

S.O. 493. —In pursuance of sub-rules (4) of Rule 10 
of the Official Languages (Use for the Official Purposes of 
the Union) Rules, 1976, the Central Government, hereby 
notifies the Directorate General of Civil Aviation O/o Deputy 
Director, Airwothiness Civil Aviation Department Lucknow 
an attached of Ministry of Civil Aviation, whereof, more 
than 80% staff have acquired the working knowledge of 
Hindi. 

[No. E-l 1014/9/2015-OL] 
ANIL SRIVASTVA, Jt. Secy. 


RPR TTTTTSR fkTOTTT ETOTETE 

(frown) 

( TRWTOT RpR ) 

TOf fkTOTT, 14 TOTk, 2016 

TOT.3TI. 494.—kwkr TTTTOTT, TRTOFTT (TTTO k WTOTOpT 
wrkrkkfkr totPt) Itotot, 1976 toItotot io kTOT-kror (4) 










































































































[ RTRII—RFR 3(ii)] 


RTRT RH RRRR : RT4 19, 2016/9)1^4 29, 1937 


1051 


rt 3H^-h-iui rfir rrtrr f^rara rrtrr (rrr fw rr 
H1TO1 fRRTR) R7 3TcFfcT 37W fRRTRR rMt, ^TQ^T W 
-sTcpfcT rrtrt rrrr fRRiRR rtr-j/k'+mk, w-'yRfR, 
fRRT-RTnRR, R.R. ffcFT : 201101 R7T, ^ R/lRfclR ^ RR 4‘, 
fRRR' 80 yFdlJId ^ 3#P* RR^RKt-RR; 4 W4t CUT *|4rilRRT 
RTR WR RP fplRT t, 3#Rjf%[R t I 

[4. non-2/2015-Ti.m-q;.] 
^gisRk fw ^ 7FJRR TlfRR 

MINISTRY OF HUMAN RESOURCE 
DEVELOPMENT 

(Department of Higher Education) 

(O. L. UNIT) 

New Delhi, the 14th March, 2016 

S.O. 494. —In pursuance of sub-rule (4) of Rule 10 
of the Official Languages (Use for the Official Purposes of 
the Union) Rules, 1976, the Central Government, hereby 
notify the Jawahar Navodaya Vidyalaya Vill.-Sharfabad, 
Post-Phulera, Distt. Baghpat (U.P.) Pin-201101 of Navodaya 
Vidyalaya Samiti, Noida under the Ministry of Human 
Resource Development (Department of School Education 
and Literacy) as an office, whose more than 80% members 
of the staff have acquired the working knowledge of Hindi. 

[No. 11011-2/2015-OLU] 
SUKHB1R SINGH SANDHU, Jt. Secy. 


STR TT^I TfaRTT M4led4 

R^fRRrfl, 7 Rt4, 2016 

cFT.3TT. 495.—3f!rilPl* fRRTR 3#rfWT, 1947 (1947 
RTT 14) i*t RET 17 

*km]^ 14/414141 fftRT RdPH-k rt eeecte 4/ her [441 r*Y 
3tr err *4*k rt #r, 3t^4sr e PiRp- ri^iIPi* fEEK R 
7E*p afl^lPl* RfRRRR PR RE ^TlEEET-2, RpRlt 
RT ERE (Er 4 R. 91/14) RR y*lRld REE) t, Rt RP#4 
TERRI RTl 07/03/2016 R^ WE ^3R RT| 

[R. RR-42025/03/2016-3TT^3TR (4Pj)] 

Rt. et. 4u[j|lyid, 4 te7 3#frr1 

MINISTRY OF LABOUR AND EMPLOYMENT 

New Delhi, the 7th March, 2016 

S.O. 495. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (l.D. No. 91/14) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court No. II, Delhi now as shown in the Annexure 


in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of the Delhi Metro Rail Corporation/ 
BVG India Ltd. and their workmen, which was received 
by the Central Government on 07/03/2016. 

[No. L-42025/03/2016-IR( DU)] 
P. K. VENUGOPAL, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL- CUM-LABOURCOURT-H, DELHI 

Present :- Shri Harbansh Kumar Saxena 

ID No. 91/14 

Sh.Hare Ram S/o Shri Hardev Ram, 

R/o A-22 , Mohan. Co. Opt Industrial Estate, 

Near Metro Station J.J. Colony, 

Madanpur Khadar, 

New Delhi-110076 ...Workman 

VERSUS 

1. M/s Delhi Metro Rail Corporation 
(Principal Employer), 

Fire Brigade Lane, 

Barakhamba Road, 

New Delhi 110001. 

2. M/s BVG India Ltd. 

106, Mercantile House, 1st Floor, 

15,K.GMarg, 

New Delhi-110001 

(Contractor) .. .Respondent/Management 

AWARD 

The claimant/workman filed his claim statement u/s 
2-Aof l.D. Act on 2.12.2014. Which was registered as l.D. 
No. 91/2014 and notice were issued to respondents. 

Through which he sought following relief:- 

1. Reinstatement alongwith full back wages. 

2. Rs. 25000/- as expenses of the case. 

3. Any other relief which court deems fit to be 
granted to workman. 

Written statement on behalf of respondents have 
been filed through which they denied the allegation of the 
claim statement and prayed for dismissal of claim statement. 

Workman filed rej oinder on 3.07.2015. Through which 
workman /claimant reaffirmed the contents of claim 
statement alongwith prayer of the claim statement. 

At the stage of framing of issues parties settled their 
dispute through settlement and settlement report has been 
filed by respondent No. 2. 

MW1 Sh. Umesh Chand Sharma confirmed 
settlement of Rs. 9000/- through cheque and Rs. 2000/- as 
cash. 
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So claim stands satisfied. An award is accordingly 
passed. It be sent to the appropriate Government for 
publication. 

Dated: 24.02.2016 

HARBANSH KUMAR SAXENA, Presiding Officer 
RifRRrft, 7 RFf, 2016 

cFT.3TT. 496. — RklPlR fRRTR 3#rfWT, 1947 ( 1947 

RKMl^H/4l<=fl4l ffeRT Rt RRRcTR Rt RR5 fTRDJRtf 

r4<RK rY #R, 3RJRR ^ aiklPlch fRRIR 4 

RTRRT atklPlR RfRRRUT qr* sspq- -RI4M4-2, fRe# 
RT RRU (RR*f R‘. 92/14) RR StRlP/ld RRcft t, RT rYrYr 
R7RR7 RR 07/03/2016 RR WR RT| 

[R. RyR-42025/03/2016-RT^RR (RpJ)] 

Rt. Rt. RujilNId, RRR arfRRRTt 

New Delhi, the 7th March, 2016 

S.O. 496. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (I.D. No. 92/14) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court No. 2, Delhi now as shown in the Annexure 
in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of the Delhi Metro Rail Corporation/ 
BVG India Ltd. and their workmen, which was received 
by the Central Government on 07/03/2016. 

[No. L-42025/03/2016-IR(DU)] 
P. K. VENUGOPAL, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL- CUM-LABOURCOURT-H, DELHI 

Present Shri Harbansh Kumar Saxena 

ID No. 92/14 

Sh. Ramkrit S/o Shri Mishri Lai, 

R/oA-1/346, 

J.J. Colony, 

Madanpur Khadar, 

New Delhi-110076 ...Workman 

VERSUS 

1. M/s Delhi Metro Rail Corporation 
(Principal Employer), 

Fire Brigade Lane, 

Barakhamba Road, 

New Delhi-110001. 

2. M/s BVG India Ltd. 

106, Mercantile House, 1st Floor, 

15 K.GMarg, 


New Delhi-110001 

(Contractor) .. .Respondent/Management 

AWARD 

The claimant/workman filed his claim statement u/s 
2-Aof I.D. Act on 2.12.2014. Which was registered as I.D. 
No. 92/2014 and notice were issued to respondents. 

Through which he sought following relief:- 

1. Reinstatement alongwith full back wages. 

2. Rs. 25000/- as expenses of the case. 

3. Any other relief which court deems fit to be 
granted to workman. 

Written statement on behalf of respondents have 
been filed through which they denied the allegation of the 
claim statement and prayed for dismissal of claim statement. 

Workman filed rej oinder on3.07.2015. Through which 
workman/claimant reaffirmed the contents of claim 
statement along with prayer of the claim statement. 

At the stage of framing of issues parties settled their 
dispute through settlement and settlement report has been 
filed by respondent No. 2. 

MW1 Sh. Umesh Chand Sharma confirmed 
settlement of Rs. 22000/- through cheque and Rs. 3000/- as 
cash. 

So claim stands satisfied. An award is accordingly 
passed. It be sent to the appropriate Government for 
publication. 

Dated: 24.02.2016 

HARBANSH KUMAR SAXENA, Presiding Officer 
7 RFf, 2016 

RR.3R. 497.—3)k)PlR fRRTR 3#rfRRR, 1947 ( 1947 
RR 14) R>Y RTR 17 R> 3TJRRR ff RvRYr RTRRT fRRvf) YYf Yr 
RRRT ftRFTAfoM ffeRT RT RRRcTR Rt RR5 PhRMRiY 

3Yr RTR RrYrRR R7 #R, R R!4llPlR fRRTR lY 

RTRRT RWlPlR RfRRRUT Ref RR -RWM4-2, fc# 
RT RR1R (RR*f r‘. 93/14) RR TRRfRTR RRcft t, RT rYrYr 
RTRRT rY 07/03/2016 Rtf WR I|3IT RTI 

[R. TRr-42025/03/2016-3TT|3TR (RpJ)] 
Rt. RT. %3RfRTRr, YYrT 3#[R7R[ 
New Delhi, the 7th March, 2016 

S.O. 497. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (I.D. No. 93/14) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court No. II, Delhi now as shown in the Annexure 
in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
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to the management of the Delhi Metro Rail Corporation/ 
BVG India Ltd. and their workmen, which was received 
by the Central Government on 07/03/2016. 

[No. L-42025/03/2016-IR1DU)] 
P. K. VENUGOPAL, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL- CUM-LABOURCOURT-n, DEL HI 

Present Shri Harbansh Kumar Saxena 

ID No. 93/14 

Sh. Kamlesh Yadav S/o Shri Shiv Narayan, 

R/oA-2/343, 

J.J. Colony, 

Madanpur Khadar, 

New Delhi-110076 ...Workman 

VERSUS 

1. M/s Delhi Metro Rail Corporation 
(Principal Employer), 

Fire Brigade Lane, 

Barakhamba Road, 

New Delhi-110001. 

2. M/s BVG India Ltd. 106, 

Mercantile House, 1st Floor, 

15 K.GMarg, 

New Delhi-110001 

(Contractor) .. .Respondent/Management 

AWARD 

The claimant/workman filed his claim statement u/s 
2-Aof I.D. Act on 2.12.2014. Which was registered as I.D. 
No. 93/2014 and notice were issued to respondents. 

Through which he sought following relief:- 

1. Reinstatement alongwith full back wages. 

2. Rs. 25000/- as expenses of the case. 

3. Any other relief which court deems fit to be 
granted to workman. 

Written statement on behalf of respondents have 
been filed through which they denied the allegation of the 
claim statement and prayed for dismissal of claim statement. 

Workman filed rej oinder on 3.07.2015. Through which 
workman/claimant reaffirmed the contents of claim 
statement alongwith prayer of the claim statement. 

At the stage of framing of issues parties settled their 
dispute through settlement and settlement report has been 
filed by respondent no. 2. 

WW1 Sh. Kamlesh Yadav confirmed settlement of 
Rs. 9000/- through cheque and Rs. 2000/- as cash. 


So claim stands satisfied. An award is accordingly 
passed. It be sent to the appropriate Government for 
publication. 

Dated: 24.02.2016 

HARBANSH KUMAR SAXENA, Presiding Officer 
M ferr, 7 W$, 2016 

cFT.3TT. 498.—affeftfw 3#rfWT, 1947 ( 1947 

TiT 14) Tft ^TRT 17 SPJTBTT "4" TTRtR 

[dpH-k ^ 7RR7R ^ RETS PidWY 
3TP <b4<bk ^ SFp? tY 3tklPl<h 
7TTTR 3tk)p|ch 9rq ^|qid4-2, 

TT TR13 ( wf Tf. 94/14) wf?T7T T# t, RT 
TTRiR 07/03/2016 W f 33T 8TT | 

[7T. T^-42025/03/2016-3IT|3TO (^)] 

it. Wk 4U[J||m r | > ^37 3#R7Rt 

New Delhi, the 7th March, 2016 

S.O. 498. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (I.D. No. 94/14) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court No. II, Delhi now as shown in the Annexure 
in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of the Delhi Metro Rail Corporation/ 
BVG India Ltd. and their workmen, which was received 
by the Central Government on 07/03/2016. 

[No. L-42025/03/2016-IR(DU)] 
P. K. VENUGOPAL, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOURCOURT-n, DEL HI 

Present :- Shri Harbansh Kumar Saxena 

ID No. 94/14 

Sh. Sanjay Kumar S/o Shri Ram Jiyawan, 

R/o641, 

J.J. Colony, 

Madanpur Khadar, 

New Delhi-110076 ...Workman 

VERSUS 

1. M/s Delhi Metro Rail Corporation 
(Principal Employer), 

Fire Brigade Lane, 

Barakhamba Road, 

New Delhi-110001. 

2. M/s BVG India Ltd. 106, 

Mercantile House, 1st Floor, 

15 K.GMarg, 
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New Delhi-110001 

(Contractor) .. .Respondent/Management 

AWARD 

The claimant/workman filed his claim statement u/s 
2-Aof I.D. Act on 2.12.2014. Which was registered as I.D. 
No. 94/2014 and notice were issued to respondents. 

Through which he sought following relief:- 

1. Reinstatement alongwith full back wages. 

2. Rs. 25000/- as expenses of the case. 

3. Any other relief which court deems fit to be 
granted to workman. 

Written statement on behalf of respondents have 
been filed through which they denied the allegation of the 
claim statement and prayed for dismissal of claim statement. 

Workman filed rejoinder on 3.07.2015. Through which 
workman/claimant reaffirmed the contents of claim 
statement alongwith prayer of the claim statement. 

At the stage of framing of issues parties settled their 
dispute through settlement and settlement report has been 
filed by respondent no. 2. 

WW1 Sh. Sanjay Kumar confirmed settlement of 
Rs. 9000/- through cheque and Rs. 2000/- as cash. 

So claim stands satisfied. An award is accordingly 
passed. It be sent to the appropriate Government for 
publication. 

Dated: 24.02.2016 

HARBANSH KUMAR SAXENA, Presiding Officer 
M 7 Rpf, 2016 

cFT.3TT. 499.— 3lWllPl<=b fRRTR 3#rfWT, 1947 ( 1947 
R7T 14) RR1 17 

^ RRRcTR ^ TUTS fddWY 

^#4 RRFR rW|P|4> RfRRRUT TTcj eRT ^ldldd-2, fe# 
TT RRR (RR*f R. 95/14) RTF y+l^ld RRcft t, RT RR#q 
RRFR R7T 07/03/2016 R7T WR f3R RT| 

[R - . t3^r-42025/03/2016-3TT|3TR (^H.)] 
Rt. ^UJJllMlcR, iFRR 3#[R7Rl 
New Delhi, the 7th March, 2016 

S.O. 499. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (I.D. No. 95/14) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court No. II, Delhi now as shown in the Annexure 
in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 


to the management of the Delhi Metro Rail Corporation/ 
BVG India Ltd. and their workmen, which was received 
by the Central Government on 07/03/2016. 

[No. L-42025/03/2016-IR( DU)] 

P. K. VENUGOPAL, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL- CUM-LABOURCOURT-R, DELHI 

Present :- Shri Harbansh Kumar Saxena 

ID No. 95/14 

Sh. Chandra Pal S/o Shri Budhi Ram, 

R/oA-1/344, 

J.J. Colony, 

Madanpur Khadar, 

New Delhi-110076 ...Workman 

VERSUS 

1. M/s Delhi Metro Rail Corporation 
(Principal Employer), 

Fire Brigade Lane, 

Barakhamba Road, 

New Delhi 110001. 

2. M/s BVG India Ltd. 106, 

Mercantile House, 1st Floor, 

15 K.GMarg, 

New Delhi-110001 

(Contractor) .. .Respondent/Management 

AWARD 

The claimant/workman filed his claim statement u/s 
2-Aof I.D. Act on 2.12.2014. Which was registered as I.D. 
No. 95/2014 and notice were issued to respondents. 

Through which he sought following relief:- 

1. Reinstatement alongwith full back wages. 

2. Rs. 25000/- as expenses of the case. 

3. Any other relief which court deems fit to be 
granted to workman. 

Written statement on behalf of respondents have 
been filed through which they denied the allegation of the 
claim statement and prayed for dismissal of claim statement. 

Workman filed rejoinder on 02.06.2015. Through 
which workman/claimant reaffirmed the contents of claim 
statement alongwith prayer of the claim statement. 

At the stage of framing of issues parties settled their 
dispute through settlement and settlement report has been 
filed by respondent no. 2. 

MW1 Sh. Umesh Chand Sharma confirmed 
settlement of Rs. 9000/- through cheque and Rs. 2000/- as 
cash. 
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So claim stands satisfied. An award is accordingly 
passed. It be sent to the appropriate Government for 
publication. 

Dated: 24.02.2016 

HARBANSH KUMAR SAXENA, Presiding Officer 
41 f^rff, 7 4pf, 2016 

44.34. 500.—affeftfW f44T4 3#rfWT, 1947 ( 1947 
44 14)47t4Rl 

4)KM]^H/4l4l4l lfe41 RhPh 44 4144444 417T45 f44t44tf 
44^ <=b4<=bK 4) #4, 34J44 3 3Mf447 f4414 $ 

^#4 7T7447 3)k)p|cb 3lf4477UT Ticf 44 ^T4l4T4-2, 

41 4414 (TTT 3 ) 4. 96/14) 44 444f?T4 4774) t, 4t 
47447 44 07/03/2016 44 W4 |[37T 4TI 

[4. T74-42025/03/2016-34^347 (4^0] 

4t. 41. 4U[i||md, ^37 3lf4447t 

New Delhi, the 7th March, 2016 

S.O. 500. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (I.D. No. 96/14) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court No. II, Delhi now as shown in the Annexure 
in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of the Delhi Metro Rail Corporation/ 
BVG India Ltd. and their workmen, which was received 
by the Central Government on 07/03/2016. 

[No. L-42025/03/2016-IR(DU)] 
P. K. VENUGOPAL, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL- CUM-LABOURCOURT-H, DELHI 

Present Shri Harbansh Kumar Saxena 

ID No. 96/14 

Sh. Puran S/o Shri Nand Kishor, 

R/oD-390, 

J.J. Colony, 

Madanpur Khadar, 

New Delhi-110076 ...Workman 

VERSUS 

1. M/s Delhi Metro Rail Corporation 
(Principal Employer), 

Fire Brigade Lane, 

Barakhamba Road, 

New Delhi-110001. 

2. M/s BVG India Ltd. 106, 

Mercantile House, 1st Floor, 

15 K.GMarg, 


New Delhi-110001 

(Contractor) .. .Respondent/Management 

AWARD 

The claimant/workman filed his claim statement u/s 
2-Aof I.D. Act on 2.012.2014. Which was registered as I.D. 
No. 96/2014 and notice were issued to respondents. 

Through which he sought following relief:- 

1. Reinstatement alongwith full back wages. 

2. Rs. 25000/- as expenses of the case. 

3. Any other relief which court deems fit to be 
granted to workman. 

Written statement on behalf of respondents have 
been filed through which they denied the allegation of the 
claim statement and prayed for dismissal of claim statement. 

Workman filed rejoinder on 02.06.2015. Through 
which workman/claimant reaffirmed the contents of claim 
statement alongwith prayer of the claim statement. 

At the stage of framing of issues parties settled their 
dispute through settlement and settlement report has been 
filed by respondent no. 2. 

MW1 Sh. Umesh Chand Sharma confirmed 
settlement of Rs. 9000/- through cheque and Rs. 2000/- as 
cash. 

So claim stands satisfied. An award is accordingly 
passed. It be sent to the appropriate Government for 
publication. 

Dated: 24.02.2016 

HARBANSH KUMAR SAXENA, Presiding Officer 
M f44UT, 7 4Ef, 2016 

44.34. 501.— 3)k)Pl4 f44T4 3#rf444, 1947 ( 1947 
44 14) 4>t 4T71 17 ^ 3)^444 ^#4 47447 f44# ^ 

44TTft4T4AfoM fft4T Mpfe 47 44444 4/ 7T45 f44T44tf 
sjk 44f447 4/ #4, 34J44 4 3)k)p|cb f4414 ^ 
^#4 47447 3)WlPl4> 3^4444 4)4 44 ^4141744-2, fc# 
47 4414 (TTT*) 4. 97/14 ) 44 T44fU4 4774) t, 4T 474fa 
47447 47) 07/03/2016 47f W4 ^34 4TI 

[4. T4-42025/03/2016-34^347 (T^Pj)] 
4t. 47. %34f4T4r, ^747 3#[447) 
New Delhi, the 7th March, 2016 

S.O. 501. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (I.D. No. 97/14) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court No. II, Delhi now as shown in the Annexure 
in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
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to the management of the Delhi Metro Rail Corporation/ 
BVG India Ltd. and their workmen, which was received 
by the Central Government on 07/03/2016. 

[No. L-42025/03/2016-IR(DU)] 

P. K. VENUGOPAL, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL- CUM-LABOURCOURT-n, DELHI 

Present Shri Harbansh Kumar Saxena 

ID No. 97/14 

Sh. Dev Kumar, 

R/o 637, 

Sanjay Colony, 

Okhla Phase-II, 

New Delhi-110020 ...Workman 

VERSUS 

1. M/s Delhi Metro Rail Corporation 
(Principal Employer), 

Fire Brigade Lane, 

Barakhamba Road, 

New Delhi-110001. 

2. M/s BVG India Ltd. 106, 

Mercantile House, 1st Floor, 

15 K.GMarg, 

New Delhi-110001 

(Contractor) .. .Respondent/Management 

AWARD 

The claimant/workman filed his claim statement u/s 
2-Aof I.D. Act on 2.12.2014. Which was registered as I.D. 
No. 97/2014 and notice were issued to respondents. 

Through which he sought following relief:- 

1. Reinstatement alongwith full back wages. 

2. Rs. 25000/- as expenses of the case. 

3. Any other relief which court deems fit to be 
granted to workman. 

Written statement on behalf of respondents have 
been filed through which they denied the allegation of the 
claim statement and prayed for dismissal of claim statement. 

Workman filed rejoinder on 02.06.2015. Through 
which workman/claimant reaffirmed the contents of claim 
statement alongwith prayer of the claim statement. 

At the stage of framing of issues parties settled their 
dispute through settlement and settlement report has been 
filed by respondent no. 2. 

MW1 confirmed settlement of Rs. 9000/- through 
cheque and Rs. 2000/- as cash. 


So claim stands satisfied. An award is accordingly 
passed. It be sent to the appropriate Government for 
publication. 

Dated: 24.02.2016 

HARBANSH KUMAR SAXENA, Presiding Officer 
M fe#, 7 RTEf, 2016 

cFT.3TT. 502.—shjtfjRF faRTT 3#rfWT, 1947 ( 1947 

TiT 14)R7tRRT 

fftRT TT RRERTR ^ RRS [HdWY 

3TR =h4<=bK ^ 3RJsJR ^ 3Mfw fRRTT 4 
^#4 RRFR 3tk)p|ch 3#RfRUT sspR -4iqid4-2, f^vfl 
TT TRR ( wf R. 98/14) RR wfRR T# t, RT RTRfa 
RRFR RR 07/03/2016 RR WR RTI 

[R - . R^r-42025/03/2016-RTfRR (RpJ)] 

Rt. W. ^IIMId, 3#[R7Rt 

New Delhi, the 7th March, 2016 

S.O. 502. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (I.D. No. 98/14) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court No. II, Delhi now as shown in the Annexure 
in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of the Delhi Metro Rail Corporation/ 
BVG India Ltd. and their workmen, which was received 
by the Central Government on 07/03/2016. 

[No. L-42025/03/2016-IR(DU)] 

P. K. VENUGOPAL, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOURCOURT-n, DELHI 

Present :- Shri Harbansh Kumar Saxena 

ID No. 98/14 

Sh. Anjulas S/o Shri Maulush, 

R/o 105, Jasola Village, 

Jamia Nagar, 

Sarita Vihar. 

New Delhi-110076 ...Workman 

VERSUS 

1. M/s Delhi Metro Rail Corporation 
(Principal Employer), 

Fire Brigade Lane, 

Barakhamba Road, 

New Delhi-110001. 

2. M/s BVG India Ltd. 106, 

Mercantile House, 1st Floor, 
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15 K.GMarg, 

New Delhi-110001 

(Contractor) .. .Respondent/Management 

AWARD 

The claimant/workman filed his claim statement u/s 
2-A of I.D. Act on 2.12.2014. Which was registered as I.D. 
No. 98/2014 and notice were issued to respondents. 

Through which he sought following relief:- 

1. Reinstatement alongwith full back wages. 

2. Rs. 25000/- as expenses of the case. 

3. Any other relief which court deems fit to be 
granted to workman. 

Written statement on behalf of respondents have 
been filed through which they denied the allegation of the 
claim statement and prayed for dismissal of claim statement. 

Workman filed rejoinder on 22.05.2015. Through 
which workman/claimant reaffirmed the contents of claim 
statement alongwith prayer of the claim statement. 

At the stage of framing of issues parties settled their 
dispute through settlement and settlement report has been 
filed by respondent no. 2. 

MW 1 Sh. Anjulas confirmed settlement of Rs. 9000/- 
through cheque and Rs. 2000/- as cash. 

So claim stands satisfied. An award is accordingly 
passed. It be sent to the appropriate Government for 
publication. 

Dated: 24.02.2016 

HARBANSH KUMAR SAXENA, Presiding Officer 
7 fe, 2016 

cFT.3TT. 503.—RklPbb feu fefWT, 1947 ( 1947 
RR 14) fe RTR 17^R;jRlfe'fefaRTRT[fe7Ttfefe 
feRT [dP-fe ^ fefe ^ TUTS PidfeY 

afk ufe 4,4=61/ ^ fer, snjfe 3 fife ferfffe feu f 

fefe 3tklP|ch srffeuT fe ^ ^|qid4-2, ffeft 
TT feu (fe*f R. 99/14) RTF yoblPdd fet t, UT fefe 
RTTR R7T 07/03/2016 R7T WR |[3IT RTI 

[R. TU-42025/03/2016-3feR (fej)] 

Rt. Wk dujJINId, fet 3fefet 

New Delhi, the 7th March, 2016 

S.O. 503. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (I.D. No. 99/14) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court No. II, Delhi now as shown in the Annexure 
in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 


to the management of the Delhi Metro Rail Corporation/ 
BVG India Ltd. and their workmen, which was received 
by the Central Government on 07/03/2016. 

[No. L-42025/03/2016-IR( DU)] 

P. K. VENUGOPAL, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL- CUM-LABOURCOURT-n, DELHI 

Present :- Shri Harbansh Kumar Saxena 

ID No. 99/14 

Sh. Jagpal Singh S/o Shri Sonpal, 

R/o A-70, Harkesh Nagar, 

Okhla Phase-II, 

New Delhi-110020 ...Workman 

VERSUS 

1. M/s Delhi Metro Rail Corporation 
(Principal Employer), 

Fire Brigade Lane, 

Barakhamba Road, 

New Delhi-110001. 

2. M/s BVG India Ltd. 106, 

Mercantile House, 1st Floor, 

15 K.GMarg, 

New Delhi-110001 

(Contractor) .. .Respondent/Management 

AWARD 

The claimant/workman filed his claim statement u/s 
2-A of I.D. Act on 2.12.2014. Which was registered as I.D. 
No. 99/2014 and notice were issued to respondents. 

Through which he sought following relief:- 

1. Reinstatement alongwith full back wages. 

2. Rs. 25000/- as expenses of the case. 

3. Any other relief which court deems fit to be 
granted to workman. 

Written statement on behalf of respondents have 
been filed through which they denied the allegation of the 
claim statement and prayed for dismissal of claim statement. 

Workman filed rejoinder on 22.05.2015. Through 
which workman/claimant reaffirmed the contents of claim 
statement alongwith prayer of the claim statement. 

At the stage of framing of issues parties settled their 
dispute through settlement and settlement report has been 
filed by respondent no. 2. 

MW 1 Sh. Umesh Chand Sharma confirmed 
settlement of Rs. 9000/- through cheque and Rs. 2000/- as 
cash. 
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So claim stands satisfied. An award is accordingly 
passed. It be sent to the appropriate Government for 
publication. 

Dated: 24.02.2016 

HARBANSH KUMAR SAXENA, Presiding Officer 
4? 7 RFf, 2016 

cFT.3TT. 504.—3lWllPl<=b fRRU 3#rfWT, 1947 ( 1947 
RZT 14)R^Rrai7^3^RTUR^tRRTRT['ferft^TltRr 
RKMl^H/4l<=fl4l fftRT RhPh44 RZ RRRcTT RZ RR5 fRRtRRjf 
afk <t4rk ^ #R ^ PhR^ atklPich fRRiR 4 
RRTR 3fl4llPlR srfqRRRT Pcf 9pq- -RWM4-2, fTcrft 
RZ RR[R (RR*f R‘. 101/14) RR wfw TRt t, R) RR#4 
RRTR RR 07/03/2016 RR WR |[3R RTI 

[R. Ry4-42025/03/2016-3TT^3TO (zgfc[)] 

Rt. RZ. RupiNId, :gR^ 3#IR7Rt 

New Delhi, the 7th March, 2016 

S.O. 504. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (I.D. No. 101/14) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court No. II, Delhi now as shown in the Annexure 
in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of the Delhi Metro Rail Corporation/ 
BVG India Ltd. and their workmen, which was received 
by the Central Government on 07/03/2016. 

[No. L-42025/03/2016-IR(DU)] 

P. K. VENUGOPAL, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL- CUM-LABOURCOURT-n, DELHI 

Present Shri Harbansh Kumar Saxena 

ID No. 101/14 

Sh. Toofani S/o Shri Ram Tapeshwar, 

R/o 728, JJ. Colony, 

Madanpur Khadar, 

New Delhi-110076 ...Workman 

VERSUS 

1. M/s Delhi Metro Rail Corporation 
(Principal Employer), 

Fire Brigade Lane, 

Barakhamba Road, 

New Delhi-110001. 

2. M/s BVG India Ltd. 106, 

Mercantile House, 1st Floor, 

15 K.GMarg, 


New Delhi-110001 

(Contractor) .. .Respondent/Management 

AWARD 

The claimant/workman filed his claim statement u/s 
2-Aof I.D. Act on 2.12.2014. Which was registered as I.D. 
No. 101/2014 and notice were issued to respondents. 

Through which he sought following relief:- 

1. Reinstatement alongwith full back wages. 

2. Rs. 25000/- as expenses of the case. 

3. Any other relief which court deems fit to be 
granted to workman. 

Written statement on behalf of respondents have 
been filed through which they denied the allegation of the 
claim statement and prayed for dismissal of claim statement. 

Workman filed rejoinder on 22.05.2015. Through 
which workman/claimant reaffirmed the contents of claim 
statement alongwith prayer of the claim statement. 

At the stage of framing of issues parties settled their 
dispute through settlement and settlement report has been 
filed by respondent no. 2. 

MW1 Sh. Umesh Chand Sharma confirmed 
settlement of Rs. 22000/- through cheque and Rs. 3000/- as 
cash. 

So claim stands satisfied. An award is accordingly 
passed. It be sent to the appropriate Government for 
publication. 

Dated: 24.02.2016 

HARBANSH KUMAR SAXENA, Presiding Officer 
M fRRUT, 7 RFi 2016 

cFT.3TT. 505.—3)k)PlR fRRTR 3#rfWT, 1947 ( 1947 
RR 14) R)t RET 17 ^ 3^RRR 3 ^#4 RTRRT fc# ^ ^1 
RKMI^H/RHIrI fftRT ^ RRRcTR RZ RRRJ fRRtRR/f 

RRZp R,4<RK R^ #R, 3PJRR 3 3fl4llPlR fRRTR 4 

^#4 R7RRT 3fl4llPlR srfRRRRT Rj4 9RT ^4F4TRTR-2, fRRvft 
RZ RR1R (RR*f R‘. 102/14) RR RRRfRTR RRRTl t, R) 

R7RR7 RR 07/03/2016 RR WR |[3R RT| 

[R. T^r-42025/03/2016-3Tl|3TR (zgfc[)] 
Rt. RZ. RR4Z 3#)R7Rt 

New Delhi, the 7th March, 2016 

S.O. 505. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (I.D. No. 102/14) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court No. II, Delhi now as shown in the Annexure 
in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
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to the management of the Delhi Metro Rail Corporation/ 
BVG India Ltd. and their workmen, which was received 
by the Central Government on 07/03/2016. 

[No. L-42025/03/2016-IR(DU)] 

P. K. VENUGOPAL, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL- CUM-LABOURCOURT-n, DELHI 

Present Shri Harbansh Kumar Saxena 

ID No. 102/14 

Sh. Akhilesh Kamat S/o Shri Badri Kamat, 

R/o G-142, Harkesh Nagar, 

Okhla Phase-II, 

New Delhi-110020 ...Workman 

VERSUS 

1. M/s Delhi Metro Rail Corporation 
(Principal Employer), 

Fire Brigade Lane, 

Barakhamba Road, 

New Delhi-110001. 

2. M/s BVG India Ltd. 106, 

Mercantile House, 1st Floor, 

15 K.GMarg, 

New Delhi-110001 

(Contractor) .. .Respondent/Management 

AWARD 

The claimant/workman filed his claim statement u/s 
2-Aof I.D. Act on 2.12.2014. Which was registered as I.D. 
No. 102/2014 and notice were issued to respondents. 

Through which he sought following relief:- 

1. Reinstatement alongwith full back wages. 

2. Rs. 25000/- as expenses of the case. 

3. Any other relief which court deems fit to be 
granted to workman. 

Written statement on behalf of respondents have 
been filed through which they denied the allegation of the 
claim statement and prayed for dismissal of claim statement. 

Workman filed rejoinder on 03.07.2015. Through 
which workman/claimant reaffirmed the contents of claim 
statement alongwith prayer of the claim statement. 

At the stage of framing of issues parties settled their 
dispute through settlement and settlement report has been 
filed by respondent no. 2. 

MW 1 Sh. Umesh Chand Sharma confirmed 
settlement of Rs. 9000/- through cheque and Rs. 2000/- as 
cash. 


So claim stands satisfied. An award is accordingly 
passed. It be sent to the appropriate Government for 
publication. 

Dated: 24.02.2016 

HARBANSH KUMAR SAXENA, Presiding Officer 
Pf f^fr, 7 Ppf, 2016 

cFT.3TT. 506.—affeftfw fpplp pfpfppp, 1947 ( 1947 

fftPT PT pppcfp PT PP5 fpptPPTf 

3TP pPfpPT ^ 3PJPP 3 3tklP|ch fpplp 4 

PTPHT 3tk)p|ch pfpppp Tjef ^ -PNM4-2, fpcpft 

pt ppip (wf p. 103/14 ) pp ppnfpp ptptI t, pt ppptp 

P7PPT PP 07/03/2016 PP WP |[3P PTI 

[P. T^T-42025/03/2016-PT|pP (pfc[)] 

Pt. P7 4u[j|jm r | > ^37 pfppnft 

New Delhi, the 7th March, 2016 

S.O. 506. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (I.D. No. 103/14) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court No. II, Delhi now as shown in the Annexure 
in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of the Delhi Metro Rail Corporation/ 
BVG India Ltd. and their workmen, which was received 
by the Central Government on 07/03/2016. 

[No. L-42025/03/2016-IR(DU)] 

P. K. VENUGOPAL, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOURCOURT-n, DELHI 

Present :- Shri Harbansh Kumar Saxena 

ID No. 103/14 

Sh. Ganesh Chand, 

R/o D-306, Indira Kalyan Vihar, 

Okhla Phase-I, 

New Delhi-110020 ...Workman 

VERSUS 

1. M/s Delhi Metro Rail Corporation 
(Principal Employer), 

Fire Brigade Lane, 

Barakhamba Road, 

New Delhi-110001. 

2. M/s BVG India Ltd. 106, 

Mercantile House, 1st Floor, 

15 K.GMarg, 
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New Delhi-110001 

(Contractor) .. .Respondent/Management 

AWARD 

The claimant/workman filed his claim statement u/s 
2-Aof I.D. Act on 2.12.2014. Which was registered as I.D. 
No. 103/2014 and notice were issued to respondents. 

Through which he sought following relief:- 

1. Reinstatement alongwith full back wages. 

2. Rs. 25000/- as expenses of the case. 

3. Any other relief which court deems fit to be 
granted to workman. 

Written statement on behalf of respondents have 
been filed through which they denied the allegation of the 
claim statement and prayed for dismissal of claim statement. 

Workman filed rejoinder on 03.07.2015. Through 
which workman/claimant reaffirmed the contents of claim 
statement alongwith prayer of the claim statement. 

At the stage of framing of issues parties settled their 
dispute through settlement and settlement report has been 
filed by respondent no. 2. 

MW1 Sh. Umesh Chand Sharma confirmed 
settlement of Rs. 22000/- through cheque and Rs. 3000/- as 
cash. 

So claim stands satisfied. An award is accordingly 
passed. It be sent to the appropriate Government for 
publication. 

Dated: 24.02.2016 

HARBANSH KUMAR SAXENA, Presiding Officer 
7 Rpf, 2016 

cFT.3TT. 507.—RklPbb fRRR 3#rfWT, 1947 ( 1947 
RR 14)^tstKT 

'ffeRT [dpH-k Tt WRIT ^ TUTS fd4ld<hY 
afk <h4<TK ^ #R, 3R£R4 3 3lk]Pl<h fRRTR $ 
^#4 RRTR 3tklp|ch STfRRRU TTR RR ^RTRRf-2, fTvvft 
TT RRTR (RR*f R*. 104/14) RR wfw RRRl t, Rf RR#4 
RRFR RR 07/03/2016 RR WR |[3R RT| 

[R. -qRr-42025/03/2016-31T|3rR (tgfcj)] 
Rt. Rt. RUjilNId, RTRt 3#IR7Rt 
New Delhi, the 7th March, 2016 

S.O. 507. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (I.D. No. 104/14) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court No. II, Delhi now as shown in the Annexure 
in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 


to the management of the Delhi Metro Rail Corporation/ 
BVG India Ltd. and their workmen, which was received 
by the Central Government on 07/03/2016. 

[No. L-42025/03/2016-IR(DU)] 
P. K. VENUGOPAL, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL- CUM-LABOURCOURT-n, DELHI 

Present :- Shri Harbansh Kumar Saxena 

ID No. 104/14 

Sh. Deepak S/o Shri Kishan Pal, 

R/oA-1/346, 

J.J. Colony, 

Madanpur Khadar, 

New Delhi-110076 ...Workman 

VERSUS 

1. M/s Delhi Metro Rail Corporation 
(Principal Employer), 

Fire Brigade Lane, 

Barakhamba Road, 

New Delhi-110001. 

2. M/s BVG India Ltd. 106, 

Mercantile House, 1st Floor, 

15 K.GMarg, 

New Delhi-110001 

(Contractor) .. .Respondent/Management 

AWARD 

The claimant/workman filed his claim statement u/s 
2-A of I.D. Act on 2.12.2014. Which was registered as I.D. 
No. 104/2014 and notice were issued to respondents. 

Through which he sought following relief:- 

1. Reinstatement alongwith full back wages. 

2. Rs. 25000/- as expenses of the case. 

3. Any other relief which court deems fit to be 
granted to workman. 

Written statement on behalf of respondents have 
been filed through which they denied the allegation of the 
claim statement and prayed for dismissal of claim statement. 

Workman filed rejoinder on 03.07.2015. Through 
which workman/claimant reaffirmed the contents of claim 
statement alongwith prayer of the claim statement. 

At the stage of framing of issues parties settled their 
dispute through settlement and settlement report has been 
filed by respondent no. 2. 

WW1 Sh. Deepak Kumar confirmed settlement of 
Rs. 9000/- through cheque and Rs. 2000/- as cash. 
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So claim stands satisfied. An award is accordingly 
passed. It be sent to the appropriate Government for 
publication. 

Dated: 24.02.2016 

HARBANSH KUMAR SAXENA, Presiding Officer 
7 4pf, 2016 

cFT.3TT. 508.—3lk)Pl4> f44T4 3#rf444, 1947 ( 1947 
44 14) 4/t4TO 17 ^33^7174 4 717447 

4)KM]^H/4l4l4l ffe41 RhPh 44 ^ 44444 ^ 714^ 
afk < 3 , 444 / ^ #4, 31344 ^ PiR^ 3ik)Pi4, f44u $ 
^#4 717447 3tklp|ch srfeRUT 34 44 ^NId4-2, "ferTt 
^ W (TT4*f 71. 105/14) 44 Wfw t, # 44#4 
717447 44 07/03/2016 44 W4 |[311 411 

[71. 42025/03/2016—341^3417 (4fc[)] 

it. 47 ^upimid, 4741 3lf4447t 

New Delhi, the 7th March, 2016 

S.O. 508.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (I.D. No. 105/14) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court No. II, Delhi now as shown in the Annexure 
in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of the Delhi Metro Rail Corporation/ 
BVG India Ltd. and their workmen, which was received 
by the Central Government on 07/03/2016. 

[No. L-42025/03/2016-IR(DU)] 
P. K. VENUGOPAL, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL- CUM-LABOURCOURT-H, DELHI 

Present Shri Harbansh Kumar Saxena 

ID No. 105/14 

Sh. Gopal S/o Shri Radha Kant, 

R/o 446, Phase-II, 

Madanpur Khadar, 

New Delhi-110076 ...Workman 

VERSUS 

1. M/s. Delhi Metro Rail Corporation 
(Principal Employer), 

Fire Brigade Lane, 

Barakhamba Road, 

New Delhi-110001. 

2. M/s. BVG India Ltd. 106, 

Mercantile House, 1st Floor, 

15 K.GMarg, 

New Delhi-110001 

(Contractor) .. .Respondent/Management 


AWARD 

The claimant/workman filed his claim statement u/s 
2-A of I.D. Act on 2.12.2014. Which was registered as I.D. 
No. 105/2014 and notice were issued to respondents. 

Through which he sought following relief:- 

1. Reinstatement alongwith full back wages. 

2. Rs. 25000/- as expenses of the case. 

3. Any other relief which court deems fit to be 
granted to workman. 

Written statement on behalf of respondents have 
been filed through which they denied the allegation of the 
claim statement and prayed for dismissal of claim statement. 

Workman filed rejoinder on 03.07.2015. Through 
which workman/claimant reaffirmed the contents of claim 
statement alongwith prayer of the claim statement. 

At the stage of framing of issues parties settled their 
dispute through settlement and settlement report has been 
filed by respondent no. 2. 

WW1 Sh. Gopal confirmed settlement of Rs. 9000/- 
through cheque and Rs. 2000/- as cash. 

So claim stands satisfied. An award is accordingly 
passed. It be sent to the appropriate Government for 
publication. 

Dated: 24.02.2016 

HARBANSH KUMAR SAXENA, Presiding Officer 
41 PUTTf, 7 W$, 2016 

43.33. 509.—3)k)P|cb f44T3 3#rfWT, 1947 ( 1947 
44 14) 47t4TTT 17 ^ 3137174 ^#4 717447 flT# Tfel tel 

44 TTt74T4/4l#4) ffe41 4/ 44444 W TT4^ f44T444 

3f(7 44^ 44f447 4^ #4, 3PJ44 3 3Tt4Tff447 f4414 3 

^#4 TTT447 3)1 a) P14, 3lf4417Ul 44 44 ^4141314-2, f44vft 
^4414 (TTT4 71. 28/2015) 4ff444f4T4 41741 f,4l ^4^4 
717447 44 07/03/2016 44 W4 |[311 411 

[71. 474-42025/03/2016-34^347 (4^)] 
4t. 41. 41344441, 4741 3lf4447l 
New Delhi, the 7th March, 2016 

S.O. 509. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (I.D. No. 28/2015) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court No. 2, Delhi now as shown in the Annexure 
in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of the Delhi Metro Rail Corporation/ 
BVG India Ltd. and their workmen, which was received 
by the Central Government on 07/03/2016. 

[No. L-42025/03/2016-IR(DU)] 
P. K. VENUGOPAL, Desk Officer 
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ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL- CUM-LABOURCOURT-n, DELHI 

Present Shri Harbansh Kumar Saxena 

ID No. 28/15 

Sh. Avedesh Kumar S/o Shri Chandrika Prasad, 

R/o 1791, J.J. Colony, Phase-III, 

Madanpur Khadar, 

New Delhi-110076 ...Workman 

VERSUS 

1. M/s. Delhi Metro Rail Corporation 
(Principal Employer), 

Fire Brigade Lane, 

Barakhamba Road, 

New Delhi-110001. 

2. M/s. BVG India Ltd. 106, 

Mercantile House, 1st Floor, 

15 K.GMarg, 

New Delhi-110001 

(Contractor) .. .Respondent/Management 

AWARD 

The claimant/workman filed his claim statement u/s 
2-Aof I.D. Act on 4.03.2014. Which was registered as I.D. 
No. 28/2015 and notice were issued to respondents. 

Through which he sought following relief:- 

1. Reinstatement alongwith full back wages. 

2. Rs. 25000/- as expenses of the case. 

3. Any other relief which court deems fit to be 
granted to workman. 

Written statement on behalf of respondents have 
been filed through which they denied the allegation of the 
claim statement and prayed for dismissal of claim statement. 

Workman filed rejoinder on 22.05.2015. Through 
which workman/claimant reaffirmed the contents of claim 
statement alongwith prayer of the claim statement. 

At the stage of framing of issues parties settled their 
dispute through settlement and settlement report has been 
filed by respondent No. 2. 

WW1 Sh. Avedesh Kumar confirmed settlement of 
Rs. 9000/- through cheque and Rs. 2000/- as cash. 

So claim stands satisfied. An award is accordingly 
passed. It be sent to the appropriate Government for 
publication. 

Dated: 24.02.2016 

HARBANSH KUMAR SAXENA, Presiding Officer 


M fcvvfr, 7 2016 

cft. 3 tt. 510.—ajklPbb -fenr 3 #rfwr, 1947 (1947 

Til 14) ^TRT 17 ^ SFJWPJT ^ 

TT ^ TTSTS [HdWY 

^#4 7T7447 3tWlPl<b Ticf 9P4 ^4PT17T4-2, fTT# 

71. 105/2015) H«=blR*ld Wt t, kt ^#4 

717447 44 07/03/2016 44 4TO |[34 *4T I 

[71. Tcl-42025/03/2016-31T|3lR (^J)] 

4 t. tt. kjhlmd, ^747 

New Delhi, the 7th March, 2016 

S.O. 510. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (I.D. No. 105/ 
2015) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court No. 2, Delhi now as shown in the Annexure 
in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of the Delhi Metro Rail Corporation/ 
BVG India Ltd. and their workmen, which was received 
by the Central Government on 07/03/2016. 

[No. L-42025/03/2016-IR(DU)] 
P. K. VENUGOPAL, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOURCOURT-H DELHI 

Present :- Shri Harbansh Kumar Saxena 

ID No. 105/2015 

Sh. Mahesh S/o of Sh. Kuwar Singh, 

R/o 81, Jasola Village, 

Jamia Nagar, Sarita Vihar, 

New Delhi-110076 ...Workman 

VERSUS 

1. M/s. Delhi Metro Rail Corporation 
(Principal Employer), 

Fire Brigade Lane, 

Barakhamba Road, 

New Delhi-110001. 

2. M/s. BVG India Ltd. 106, 

Mercantile House, 1st Floor, 

15 K.GMarg, 

New Delhi-110001 

(Contractor) .. .Respondent/Management 

AWARD 

The claimant /workman filed his claim statement u/s 
2-Aof I.D. Act on 7.7.2015. Which was registered as I.D. 
No. 105/2015 and notice were issued to respondents. 
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Through which he sought following relief:- 

1. Reinstatement along with full back wages. 

2. Rs. 25000/- as expenses of the case. 

3. Any other relief which court deems fit to be granted 
to workman. 

At the stage of filing of written statement parties 
settled their dispute through settlement and settlement 
report has been filed by respondent No. 2. 

MW1 confirmed settlement of Rs. 9000/- through 
cheque and Rs. 2000/- as cash. 

So claim stands satisfied. An award is accordingly 
passed. It be sent to the appropriate Government for 
publication. 

Dated: 24.02.2016 

HARBANSH KUMAR SAXENA, Presiding Officer 
41 f4evfr, 9 44f, 2016 

CFT.3TT. 511 —sfnjrfw feTT STMwt, 1947 (1947 44 
14) cfft 441 17 ^ 3^744 Tf 47447 444Tl37T^ 

44444 41774^ Fl4M4>T 3Tk 4444471 41 #4 37^44 4 

3lWlPl4> f44U 4 ^#9 74447 3lWlPl4> 3[f444W?4T 
-4141414 4. 1, ^ 4414 (7TT4 4. 192/2011) 44 

444%4 444t t, 411 4^t4 47414 44l 09/03/2016 44 4141 
134 411 

[4. 451-22012/42/2006-34^347 (7fa?T-II)] 
T4P4 fjTT, 3144F1 3#4F4l 
New Delhi, the 9th March, 2016 

S.O. 511. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 192/ 
2011) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court No. 1, New Delhi as shown in the Annexure 
in the Industrial Dispute between the management of Food 
Corporation of India and their workmen, received by the 
Central Government on 09/03/2016. 

[No. L-22012/42/2006-IR (CM-H)] 
RAJENDER SINGH, Section Officer 

ANNEXURE 

IN THE COURT OF SHRIAYTAR ( H AND DOGRA, 
PRESroiNGOFFICER, CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT 
NO.l,DELHI 

ID No. 192/2011 

The General Secretary, 

Food Corporation of India Shramik Sangh, 

Quarter No. 147, Type III, Sector I, 


BHEL, Haridwar, 

Uttaranchal ...Workmen 

Versus 

The Regional Manager, 

Food Corporation of India, 

98 Nashvilla Road, 

Dehradun ...Management 

AWARD 

Brief facts giving rise to the reference are that a 
letter No. L-22012/42/2006-IR(CM-II) dated 08.06.2006 was 
received from Ministry of Labour with the following 
reference: 

“Whether the demand of Food Corporation of India 
Shramik Sangh Uttaranchal is just and legal to declare 
that the workers Shri Rajbir Singh, S/o Shri Hodil 
Singh and 199 others were employed at Food 
Corporation of India Depot, Jwalapur since 1996-97 
continuously and were also engaged by the 
management of FCI Jwalapur under Direct Payment 
System during the period 10.07.2003 to 28.10.2004 
and thereafter their discontinuance/termination from 
service by the management of FCI in violation of 
section 25(0) of the ID Act, 1947 is illegal and 
unjustified? If so, to what relief the concerned 
workman are entitled to?” 

2. Both the parties were put to notice and claimant union 
averred that earlier also petitions have been filed by the 
applicant union claiming themselves to be workers of 
respondent No. 1 to 5 and various interim orders were passed 
by the Hon’ble High Court. In fact some of the unions/ 
workers misrepresented and concealed facts and obtained 
interim orders from the High Court and misused such orders 
in connivance with respondent No.4, as a result of which 
genuine workers were deprived of work in spite of the fact 
that orders were in their favour. But respondent No.4. for 
its personal gains, did not allow the said workers work and 
created grave troubles for them. 

3. By means of petition No.57 MB/04, workers herein 
have challenged the tender order dated 28.12.2003 
published in Amar Ujala newspaper by which respondent 
No.3 and 4 invited tenders for work of handling and 
transportation from the contractors who possessed license 
under the Contract Labour (R&A) Act, 1970 or who are 
willing to get themselves registered within 30 days of 
appointment in the case of handling and transport 
contractor for transportation of sugar, fertilizers etc. The 
aforesaid tender notice was issued with an aim to deprive 
the workers herein from working under direct payment 
system as ordered by the Hon'ble High Court, Lucknow in 
writ petition No.2379 (S/S) of 1999 and order passed in writ 
petition No. 948(S/S) of2003 alongwith writ petition No.4243 
of 2001 and Writ Petion No.4793 of 2001 by which the 
Hon’ble High Court of Uttrakhand at Nainital has passed 
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orders in favour of the petitioners to the effect that if the 
work and post is available, the petitioners are allowed to 
get their salary according to law. Now, respondent Nos. 1 
to 5 are trying to appoint contractors just to frustrate the 
claim of the workers by showing themselves to be 
employees of the contract or to sack the union members 
from work under the garb of newly introduced contract 
system. This order of the management is illegal and not to 
be acted upon. 

4. Before creation of the state of Uttaranchal, the 
applicant union members were members of FCI Mazdoor 
Sangh and after creation of the state of Uttaranchal, FCI 
Mazdoor Sangh has ceased to have jurisdiction in 
Uttaranchal because as per constitution of the aforesaid 
union, it has jurisdiction only in Uttar Pradesh. Hence, 
applicant union was constituted and registered. It is also 
averred that in the earlier writ petition bearing No.4243 of 
1999 and No.2370 of 2001 filed before the Hon’ble High 
Court by the previous union but the General Secretary of 
the said union played a fraud and changed the paternity 
and name of some workers and obtained interim orders. It 
is useful to mention here that the applicant union and its 
members were working since 1966 and their names also 
figure in the above petition. Subsequently, union of the 
workers herein filed writ petition No.948/2005 before High 
Court and interim order was passed in favour of the union. 
Pursuant to the interim order, employees have taken work 
directly with effect from 10.07.2003 to 28.10.2004. It is 
specifically averred that one Shri Dhir Singh who is claiming 
himself to he General Secretary of Bhartiya Khadya Nigam 
Mazdoor Sangh has filed writ petition no.4793 of 2001 on 
the basis of false documents whereas it is admitted fact 
that Shri Dhir Singh himself joined as contractor on 
18.03.1977. Thereafter, Hon’ ble High Court passed order 
dated 18.09.2003 and directed the respondent FCI to prepare 
a seniority list of the workers of Jwalapur Depot and in 
compliance of the said order, FCI issued order dated 
27/28.10.2003 and directed the contesting the parties to 
inspect the seniority list. However, no copy was given to 
the union. 

5. Union of the workers herein has filed an objection 
on 06.11.2003 and raised an industrial dispute before the 
Assistant Labour Commissioner and during pendency of 
the dispute, FCI tried to disengage members of the union 
and tried to engage some contractor for the said work. The 
applicant union has filed a complaint under section 33A of 
the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947(in short the Act) and the 
ALC , thereafter, issued notice to FCI. In view of pendency 
of the matter before the High Court, said proceedings were 
kept in abeyance. However, management in the meanwhile 
invited tender for appointment of contractor to carry out 
the work at Jwalapur just for altering service conditions of 
the members of the applicant union. The applicant union 
has challenged the same in writ petition No.57 M/B. of 
2004 and the court has passed interim order in favour of 


the union and directed the management not to give effect 
to the tender notice. Respondent, in order to circumvent 
order of the High Court closed operation of the godown at 
Jwalapur so as to deprive the applicant union and its 
members to get the benefit of order of High Court. 

6. There are averments that Jwalapur godown comes 
under the definition of ‘factory’ and being an industrial 
establishment as more than 1 lakh workers are engaged in 
various depots and even in Jwalapur Depot, more than 200 
workers are employed. Nature of the work in Jwalapur is 
adaptation and the articles are altered in the depot and as 
such comes in the definition of factory. Thus, without 
adopting procedure prescribed under section 25(0) of the 
Act, closure is not permissible and thus de-hiring of 
Jawalapur depot amounts to closure, which is totally illegal. 
It is further alleged that contract system is a sham show 
and a camouflage. In fact, members of the applicant union 
has worked directly under the control of FCI but their 
payment is illegally stored by FCI with effect from 10.07.2003 
to 28.10.2004. Due to illegal change in service conditions 
by violation of section 9(a) during pendency of dispute 
without prior approval of ALC is illegal, bad and void ab 
initio. Labour Enforcement Officer, Dehradun has also 
verified membership of the applicant union. Stoppage of 
the work amounts to illegal retrenchment and violation of 
section 25(N) and (M) of the Act.. Hence, members of the 
Union, i.e. workers are entitled to full back wages till date. 

7. Respondent management has demurred claim of the 
applicant union by filing written statement where it is 
alleged that there is no merit or substance in the statement 
of claim filed by the claimant. Claim has been filed with 
malafide intention. Statement of claim is liable to be 
dismissed for mis-joinder of parties. In para 4 of the reply, 
it is alleged that service of the labourers were hired by the 
Corporation/FCI through an agency on contract basis as 
per provision of Contract Labour Act, 1970. On merits, it is 
alleged that Shri Rajbir Singh and 199 others employees 
were engaged through a contractor and work and work of 
FCI is contract labour. Therefore there is no question of 
termination of their services by the Corporation/FCI as 
their services were hired through an agency on contract 
basis as per provisions of Contract Labour Act, 1970. 
Management has also denied other allegations contained 
in the statement of claim and submitted that FCI invited 
tender under HTC provision and admitted filing of various 
writ petitions before he Hon’ble High Court. Thus, 
management has come with a specific stand that Shri Rajbir 
Singh and 199 other workers were engaged through 
contractor and work with the Corporation /FCI is contract 
labour. Therefore, there is no question arises for any 
termination from service of the Corporation/FCI as well as 
violation of any provisions of Industrial Law. 

8. The applicant union filed rej oinder wherein material 
averments contained in reply of the management have been 
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denied and stand taken in the claim statement has been 
reasserted. 

9. In fact, reference in the present case was made to 
CGIT-cum-Labour Court No.2 by the union government. 
Later on, this case was transferred by the order of the 
appropriate Government to CGIT-cum-Labour Court No. 1 
for disposal in accordance with law. It transpires from the 
records that on the basis of pleadings of the parties, no 
issue, other than those referred by the appropriate 
Government for adjudication, was framed by this Tribunal. 

10. It is pertinent to mention here that earlier CWP No.57 
of 2004, WPSS No.4243 of 2001, WP No. 1981 of 2003. WP 
No.2467 of2001 (SS), WP No.267 of 2004 and WP No.4793 
of 2001 as well as WP No.5539 of 2001 were filed by the 
workmen through their union against Food Corporation 
and Others, which was decided by a common order dated 
02.08.2004 whereby Food Corporation of India was directed 
to allow the petitioners to permit them to continue to work, 
if the work is available at Jwalapur Depot. It was further 
directed that Food Corporation of India shall prepare 
seniority list of daily wagers and in case of shortage of 
work, the same shall be assigned to the workers according 
to their seniority and in case regular vacancies are available, 
it shall be filled up by the workers already working with the 
respondents on seniority cum merit basis, excluding the 
unfits. This judgement of the Single Judge was challenged 
by way of special appeal no. 111/2004 by Food Corporation 
of India and others and the same was decided vide 
judgement dated 14.09.2005, wherein it was held as under: 

31. In view of the discussion aforesaid, we are 
convinced that there can be conciliation in the 
matters under dispute with regard to the points raised 
herein. The writ petitioners, therefore, may move 
the Industrial Adjudicator under the provisions of 
the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. The petitioners 
are given 15 days’ time to approach the Assistant 
Labour Commissioner(Central) for conciliation and 
thereafter the Assistant Labour Commissioner shall 
conclude the conciliation proceedings within one 
month. If conciliation fails, he shall report the matter 
to the Appropriate Government, which shall make a 
reference to the Labour Court within a period of one 
month. The Labour Court concerned shall then decide 
the dispute, according to law, within a period of three 
months. 

32. In the meantime, in order to avoid multiplicity of 
parties, causes of action and proceedings and in the 
ends of justice, we deem it appropriate to direct that 
if depot at Jwalapur is operated, the appellant FCI 
shall take the work from those included in the 
seniority-list provisionally prepared and referred in 
their letter dated 27/28.10.2003(Annexure 3 of WP 
No. 1981 of 2003). It is made clear that any incidental 
expression of opinion in this judgement with regard 


to the merit of the case shall have no bearing and 
the case of the parties shall be decided by the 
industrial adjudicator according to law applicable 
thereto. The order dated 02.08.2004 passed by 
Single Judge, and under appeal, is set aside and all 
the writ petitions are disposed of in above terms. 
The Special Appeals also stand decided accordingly. 

11. Since the matter could not be resolved within a 
month before the Assistant Labour Commissioner, as 
such, the appropriate Government referred the matter in 
the manner stated above under Section 10 of the ID Act, 
for adjudication. 

12. During pendency of the reference petition claimants 
moved an application for production of documents, which 
was granted by this Tribunal on 24.09.2012. The 
management wanted to put that order at naught, claiming 
that it is not in a position to comply that order. Under 
these circumstances, this Tribunal exercised powers 
contained in rule 23 of the Rules. Resultantly, Ms.Shipra 
Shukla, Advocate, who was present before the Tribunal, 
was appointed as Commissioner, authorizing her in writing, 
to enter the premises at ‘FCI Godown Jwalapur, near Ashoka 
Talkies, Jwalapur, Haridwar’, as well as premises at ‘3/3 
Ganesh Bazar, near Ram Lila Ground, Shrinagar, Garhwal’, 
where Godown and office are being run or were being run, 
as the case may be, after service of notice in that regard on 
the management and inspect the premises as well as record 
lying therein, besides interrogating any person found 
therein in respect of attendance and wage register of 
employees at Jwalapur Depot from 1996 to 2002, attendance 
and wage register relating to work taken by the management 
from the workers with effect from 10.07.2003 to 28.10.2004 
reflecting details of payment made by the management to 
its workers at Jwalapur Depot as well as report relating to 
relinquishment of charge by Shri Tomar, Depot Incharge, 
Jwalapur Depot and to seize any record relating to above 
documents and proposition of work done by the claimants 
in the period referred above and submit her report before 
this Tribunal. She carried out inspection of the aforesaid 
Godowns at Haridwar on 27.12.2012 and Ganesh Bazar on 
28.12.2012 and filed her report on 16.01.2013, Ex.WW3/l. 
Report of the Local Commissioner is very detailed and she 
has also taken into possession during the course of 
inspection, documents, Ex.WW3/2 to Ex.WW3/357, 
including photograph of the godown. Objections were 
also filed by the management to the report of the Local 
Commissioner by the Management though they were not 
invited by this Tribunal. Careful perusal of the report of 
the Local Commissioner would show that officials of the 
management, Shri Uday Singh Rawat and Shri Darbara 
Singh were present when inspection was conducted in a 
thorough manner by the Local Commissioner. I would be 
discussing the report of the Local Commissioner in the 
subsequent paras while drawing my conclusions. 
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13. It is pertinent to note here that no specific issues 
were framed in the case in hand by my learned predecessors 
before recording of evidence. However, it is clear from 
perusal of the reference made by the Central Government 
under Section 10 that there are two important components 
of the above reference and the same are as under: 

‘Whether Shri Rajbir Singh and 199 others were 
employed at Food Corporation of India at its Jwalapur 
Depot since 1996-97 engaged by the management 
of FCI Jwalapur under Direct Payment System during 
the period 10.07.2003 to 28.10.2004, 

and 

Whether thereafter their discontinuance/termination 
from service by the management of FCI in violation 
of section 25(0) of the ID Act, 1947 is illegal and 
unjustified? 

14. Workmen in order to prove their case against the 
management examined Shri Rajbir Singh as WW1 and Shri 
Saroj Singh as WW2. Later on Ms. Shipra Shukla was 
examined by the workmen as WW3, whose report is 
Ex.WW3/l. It is clear from perusal of statement of 
Shri Rajbir Singh in his affidavit Ex.WW 1/A, that the same 
is on similar lines as the averments contained in the 
statement of claim. He has been cross examined but there 
is nothing material in the cross examination of this 
witness. Sum and substance of the statement of this 
witness is to the effect that all the workmen were directly 
engaged by FCI since 1996-97 and they have not been paid 
wages under the direct payment system for the period 
10.07.2003 to 28.10.2004. 

15. To the same effect is the statement of Shri Saroj 
Singh, WW2, who has deposed that they were doing work 
of loading and unloading at Jwalapur Depot. This witness 
has tendered in evidence certificate of registration 
Ex.WW2/l which shows that the FCI Shramik Sangh 
Uttaranchal Pradesh is duly registered under the Trade 
Union Act. He has also tendered in evidence various letters 
written by the officials of FCI to the Senior Regional 
Manager as well as Shri Rajbir Singh regarding engagement 
of the workmen in view of the orders passed by Hon’ble 
High Court. There is also list of workmen Ex.WW2/5 which 
contains names of the 200 workers. There is copy of ID of 
WW2 Shri Saroj Singh, which is Ex.WW2/Ml. 

16. Management in order to rebut the case of the workman 
union examined Shri Uday Singh Rawat, Manager(Law), 
FCI Srinagar as MW1. This witness, in his affidavit, 
Ex.MWl/A, has tried to reiterate the stand taken by the 
management in its reply. In para 7 of the said affidavit, it is 
averred that though the claimants worked with FCI 
management, but they were neither appointed by FCI 
management nor they were on the pay roll of FCI. He has 
admitted in his cross examination that Shri Aditya Mani 
Sharma was District Manager and he has identified his 


signatures on document Ex.WW 1/3. He further admitted 
that Shri R.C. Panwar was the Depot Manager at Jwalapur 
Depot. However, he was not in a position to identify his 
signatures. He has further admitted document Ex.WW2/2 
is available in the official record. 

17. Shri M.C. Pant, appearing on behalf of the workmen 
strongly urged that the workmen in the case in hand were 
employed as daily wagers since 1996-97 and they have 
been regularly performing their duties directly under the 
management of FCI. They have never worked under any 
contractor nor has FCI in its reply disclosed name of any 
contractor. No wages were paid to the workmen herein by 
the contractor . The learned A/R for the claimant invited 
attention of the Tribunal to the report of Ms.Shipra Shukla, 
Ex.WW3/l as well as documents filed by the said Local 
Commissioner alongwith her report so as to show that the 
documents taken from possession of the depot at Jwalapur 
shows that stocks were being maintained at the Jwalapur 
Depot by the officials and the workmen herein were working 
regularly at the said Depot. 

18. Secondly, it was urged that no evidence has been 
led by the management so as to prove that during the 
period 10.07.2003 to 28.10.2004 any payment of wages was 
made to the workmen herein and others directly by the 
management or through any contractor. The learned 
authorized representative proceeded to argue that whenever 
payment of wages is made, signatures of the concerned 
daily wager is obtained on the salary slip/registers etc., 
which always remained in possession of the management 
and the management has intentionally withheld all these 
documents so as to deny the relationship of employer and 
employee between the parties. Learned authorized 
representative invited attention of the court to the reply 
filed by the management, which is alleged to be very evasive 
in nature. There is no specific denial by the FCI to the 
fact that as to what payment of wages for the above period 
was either made by the management or their contractor. In 
the entire reply, name of the contractor is also not 
mentioned. It is also urged that in para 7 of the affidavit 
filed by MW 1, there is admission that the workmen herein 
were working with the management of FCI, which is also 
suggestive of the fact that the workmen were working 
under FCI and they were not working under the contractors. 

19. Lastly, learned authorized urged that no contractor 
was examined in the present case. Even if any contract 
was given by the management to any contractor regarding 
engagement of above workmen, same will not put an to the 
relationship of employer and employee between the parties. 
Such an agreement in the contention of the learned 
authorized representative is purely sham, nominal and 
camouflage inasmuch as the workmen were directly under 
supervision of the officials of FCI. FCI were exercising 
supervisory control over them and the workmen were doing 
the work on the directions of the principal employer. In 
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relation to nature and quantum of work, it was also 
submitted that the depot at Jwalapur falls within the 
definition of ‘industry’ and that the workmen had worked 
for more than 240 days in a calendar year, as such their 
services should not have been terminated or dispensed 
with, without service of one months’ notice or salary in lieu 
thereof by the management. Learned authorized 
representative also invited attention of the court to 
provisions of section 7 onwards of the Contract Labour 
Act, 1970 and urged that there is gross violation of the 
various provisions by the FCI who are not registered under 
section 7 of the said Act nor any evidence has been led by 
the management whether the so called contractor was duly 
authorized, as required under various provisions of the 
said Act. Learned authorized representative has relied upon 
a number of authorities and I would be discussing the 
same while drawing my conclusions. 

20. Per contra, Shri Anil Sharma,, appearing on behalf of 
the management urged that there was no direct relationship 
of employer and employee between the management and 
the workmen herein. As such, the workmen cannot be stated 
to be in the employment of FCI. Services of the workmen 
were hired by FCI through an agency on contract basis as 
per provisions Contract Labour Abolition Act, 1970 and 
after expiry of the said contract, services of the workmen 
stood terminated automatically. Learned authorized 
representative made reference to para 10 of his written 
statement wherein it has been alleged in specific terms that 
Shri Rajbir Singh and other workers were engaged through 
contractor and were with the Corporation/FCI as contract 
labour. Therefore, there is no question of termination of 
service nor there is violation of any industrial law. Learned 
authorized representative put heavy reliance on Steel 
Authority of India Vs. National Water Front Workers [2001 
(7) SCC 1 ] wherein Hon’ble Apex Court has dealt at length 
with the question as to whether a workman would be an 
employee of the contractor or that of the principal employer 
when they have been engaged by the principal employer 
through contract labour. 

21. It is pertinent to mention here that during the course 
of arguments, the learned authorized representatives for 
both the parties have heavily relied upon the ratio of Steel 
Authority of India Ltd.(supra). A critical appraisal of the 
aforesaid authority would show that Constitution Bench 
of five Judges of the Hon’ble Apex Court primarily dealt 
with the meaning of the expression ‘appropriate 
Government’ as used in Section 2(a) of the ID Act in relation 
to an establishment defined under Section 2(E) of the CLRA 
Act. After discussing the various rulings on the subject, 
it was held that in the case of Central Government Company/ 
undertaking, an instrumentality of the Government carrying 
on an industry, the criteria to determine whether the Central 
Government is the appropriate Government within the 
meaning of CLRA Act, is that industry must be carried on 
by or under the authority of Central Government. 


22. The other question involved in the said case was 
whether notification issued under Section 10( 1) of the CLRA 
Act prohibiting employment of contract labour in any 
process, operation or other work in any establishment 
without fulfilling conditions contained in the said sub¬ 
section (1) and (2) of Section 10 of the CLRA Act can still 
said to be valid. It is further clear from the above ruling that 
notification issued by the Central Government under 
Section 10 of the CLRA Act was quashed being in violation 
of Section 10 of the Act. 

23. One of questions of primary importance which was 
dealt at length by the Hon’ble Apex Court and which is 
relevant in the context of the controversy in hand was 
regarding engagement of contract labour by the appropriate 
Government (Central or State Government) when prohibition 
notification has been issued under section 10(1) of the 
CLRA Act. Hon’ble Supreme Court also dealt with the 
question that when there is no such notification issued 
under Section 10 of the CLRA Act and the workmen are 
alleged to be engaged through contractor by the principal 
employer. Vital question which then arose was whether the 
said workmen can be said to be primarily in the employment 
of the principal employer or they will be workmen of the 
contractor. After examining the entire spectrum of the case 
law on the subject and considering the contentions raised 
on behalf of either of the parties, in para 105, it was observed 
as under: 

An analysis of the cases, discussed above, shows 
that they fall in three classes; 

(i) where contract labour is engaged in or in 
connection with the work of an establishment 
and employment of contract labour is prohibited 
either because the Industrial adjudicator/Court 
ordered abolition of contract labour or because 
the appropriate Government issued notification 
under Section 10(1) of the CLRA Act, no 
automatic absorption of the contract labour 
working in the establishment was ordered; 

(ii) where the contract was found to be sham and 
nominal rather a camouflage in which case the 
contract labour working in the establishment of 
the principal employer was held, in fact and in 
reality, the employees of the principal employer 
himself. Indeed, such cases do not relate to 
abolition of contract labour but present 
instances wherein the Court pierced the veil and 
declared the correct position as a fact at the 
stage after employment of contract labour stood 
prohibited; 

(iii) where in discharge of a statutory obligation of 
maintaining canteen in an establishment the 
principal employer availed the services of a 
contractor and the courts have held that the 
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contract labour would indeed be the employees 
of the principal employer. 

106 : The controversy herein falls in clause (ii) 
whether a contractor engaging contract labour in 
connection with the work entrusted to him by a 
principal employer, the relationship of master and 
servant between him (the principal employer) and 
the contract labour emerges. 

24. It is clear in the case in hand that there is no 
notification issued under Section 10 of the CLRA Act, as 
such case of workmen, in the contention of the learned 
authorized representative falls under clause (ii) in as much 
as contract in the present case is alleged to be sham, nominal 
and rather a camouflage. Resultantly, contract labor working 
in the establishment of Jwalapur Deport, in the contention 
of the A/R shall deemed to be directly in the employment of 
the principal employer, i.e FCI. 

25. Whereas Shri Anil Sharma, A/R for the management 
has relied upon the observations made in para 71 of the 
above ruling wherein the Apex Court has noticed that the 
term contractor is defined in relation to an establishment 
to mean a person who undertakes to produce a given result 
for the establishment through contract labour or supplies 
contract labour for any work of the establishment and 
includes sub-contractor but excludes a supplier of goods 
or articles of manufacture to such establishment. 

26. Admittedly in the case in hand, there is nothing on 
record to suggest as to who was the contractor to whom 
the work for loading and unloading of articles belonging to 
FCI was given. Name of such a contractor is not mentioned 
in the written statement or reply filed by the management, 
particularly para 4 as well as para 14 of the reply is very 
evasive in nature. If entire reply and contention of the 
management is taken to logical conclusion, it would simply 
mean that the handling work was given to some contractor 
who has employed workmen at the depot from time to time. 
If that was the case, it was incumbent upon the management 
to have specifically mentioned the name of the contractor 
who was doing the requisite work by employing labour, 
particularly during the period 1996-97 and the period in 
question 10.07.2003 to August 2014. It is well settled 
principle in law that if a particular averment contained in 
the pleading is not denied specifically by the opposite 
party, then facts contained in the pleading shall be deemed 
to have been admitted. Moreover, in the case in hand, even 
during the course of evidence when the management 
examined Shri Uday Singh Rawat as MW 1, he has also not 
referred to any specific contractor who was given work of 
handling of foodgrains at Jwalapur Depot. Under the CLRA 
Act, there are several conditions which are to be fulfilled 
by the contractor before the work is awarded to him. It is 
regard, it is appropriate to refer to the provision of Section 
7, which requires that registration of the establishment in 
the prescribed manner so that necessary work could be 


allotted to the contract labour through the contractor. It is 
not out of place to mention that contravention of Section 7 
of the CLRA Act is an offence under the Act and in case 
any violation is made after issuance of the licence, the 
same can be revoked under Section 8 of the Act. Section 9 
of the said Act deals with fact of non-registration of 
establishment employing contract labour and it very clearly 
provides that in case such an establishment is not 
registered, in that eventuality, the principal employer cannot 
employ contract labour in the establishment. As discussed 
above, Section 10 deals with the prohibition of employment 
of contract labour and before notification is issued under 
Section 10 of the conditions stipulated therein is to be 
fulfilled as has been held in Steel Authority of India (supra) 
relied upon by both the parties. 

27. It is also necessary to mention that Section 21 of the 
CLRA Act provides that contractor shall be responsible 
for payment of wages to each worker employed by him as 
contract labour and such wages shall be paid regularly. 
Even the principal employer is required to nominate a 
representative to be present at the time of disbursement of 
wages by the contractor. Clause (iii) of Section 21 further 
requires that contractor has to ensure payment of wages in 
the presence of an authorized representative of the principal 
employer. There is no merit in the contention of the 
management that wages in question for the period from 
10.07.2003 to August 2014 were paid through contractor to 
the workmen herein, inasmuch as management has not 
produced any salary slipss, vouchers, payment slip etc. so 
as to show that the payment of wages to the workmen. Further, 
it was mandatory for FCI to appoint their authorized 
representative in whose presence payment of wages was 
required to be made. There is nothing in the statement of 
MW 1 nor in the written statement filed by the management 
as to what amount of wages was released to the contractor 
or whether payment of such wages was made by the 
contractor to the workmen in the presence of the authorized 
representative. Management has also not taken care to 
specifically prove the contract for the period 2003-04, which 
was very essential so as to ascertain the terms and 
conditions of contract and to determine the period for which 
the workmen were employed by the contractor. 

28. In Steel Authority of India (supra), Hon’ble Apex 
Court while dealing with the question of sham or camouflage 
contract in para 69 observed that the term ‘contract labour’ 
is a species of workman. A workman shall be so deemed 
when he is hired in or in connection with the work of an 
establishment by or through a contractor, with or without 
the knowledge of the principal employer. A workman may 
be directly employed by the principal employer, i.e. FCI 
and that such workman hired in connection with the work 
of an establishment by the principal employer through a 
contractor even if such contractor merely acts as an agent 
and therefore there will be master and servant relationship 
between the principal employer and the workman. But where 
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a workman is hired in or in connection with the work of an 
establishment by a contractor, either because he has 
undertaken to produce a given result for the establishment 
or because he supplies workman for any work of the 
establishment, a question might arise whether the 
contractor is a mere camouflage as was held in the case of 
Hussainbhai Calicut and in Indian Petrochemicals 
Corporations case. If the answer is in the affirmative, the 
workman will be in fact an employee of the principal 
employer; but if the answer is in the negative, the workman 
will be a contract labour. 

29. Ratio of Steel Authority of India case (supra) has 
been followed consistently by the various High Courts as 
well as Industrial Tribunals and the same has been cited 
with approval by the Apex Court in the subsequent 
pronouncements. The principles enunciated in the above 
ruling really shines like a pole star and are of immense help 
to those who are lost in the mist of legal confusion. 

30. Later on in International Airport Authority vs. 
International Air Cargo Workers (2009 13 SCC 374) question 
of engaging of contract labour or where contract is sham 
or camouflage was again considered by Hon’ble Apex Court 
particularly when there is no prohibition notification issued 
under Section 10 of the CLRA Act and the workman is 
coming with the plea that the contract is sham and nominal 
and contract is merely a name lender but does not have 
any supervisory control and it was held as under; 

“20. But where there is no abolition of contract labour 
under Section 10 of CLRA Act, but the contract labour 
contend that the contract between principal employer 
and contractor is sham and nominal, the remedy is 
purely under the ID Act. The principles in Gujarat 
Electricity Board continue to govern the issue. The 
remedy of the workmen is to approach the industrial 
adjudicator for an adjudication of their dispute that 
they are the direct employees of the principal 
employer and the agreement is sham, nominal and 
merely a camouflage, even when there is no order 
under Section 10(1) of CLRA Act. The industrial 
adjudicator can grant the relief sought if it finds that 
contract between principal employer and the 
contractor is sham, nominal and merely a camouflage 
to deny employment benefits to the employer and 
that there is in fact a direct employment, by applying 
tests like: who pays the salary; who has the power to 
remove/dismiss from service or initiate disciplinary 
action; who can tell the employee the way in which 
the work should be done, in short who has direction 
and control over the employee. But where there is no 
notification under Section 10 of the CLRA Act and 
where it is not proved in the industrial adjudication 
that the contract was sham/nominal and camouflage, 
then the question of directing the principal employer 
to absorb or regularize the services of the contract 
labour does not arise. The tests that are applied to 


find out whether a person is an employee or an 
independent contractor may not automatically apply 
in finding out whether the contract labour agreement 
is a sham, nominal and is a mere camouflage. For 
example, if the contract is for supply of labour, 
necessarily, the labour supplied by the contractor 
will work under the directions, supervision and 
control of the principal employer but that would not 
make the worker a direct employee of the principal 
employer, if the salary is paid by contractor, if the 
right to regulate employment is with the contractor, 
and the ultimate supervision and control lies with 
the contractor. The principal employer only controls 
and directs the work to be done by a contract labour, 
when such labour is assigned/allotted/sent to him. 
But it is the contractor as employer, who chooses 
whether the worker is to be assigned/allotted to the 
principal employer or used otherwise. In short worker 
being the employee of the contractor, the ultimate 
supervision and control lies with the contractor as 
he decides where the employee will work and how 
long he will work and subject to what conditions. 
Only when the contractor assigns/sends the worker 
to work under the principal employer, the worker 
works under the supervision and control of the 
principal employer but that is secondary control. The 
primary control is with the contractor.” 

31. Ratio of the above authority of Hon’ble Apex Court 
was also followed by Delhi High Court in ‘Management of 
Ramjas Public School (Day Boarding) represented by its 
Chairman Vs. Dharmender & Others’ (2016 LLR 1126). 

32. Shri M.C. Pant, learned A/R for the claimant invited 
attention of the Tribunal to the various documents/letters 
particularly Ex. WW2/2 to ExWW2/4 written by FCI through 
its Managers which shows that supervisory control over 
the workmen was that of FCI and nowhere contractor was 
involved in handling work at Jwalapur Depot. He has also 
referred to the stock bills as well as stock of FCI at Shrinagar 
and Jwalapur Depot, which are mentioned in Ex.WW3/153 
to Ex.WW3/357, which shows that foodgrains from time to 
time were being handled by the workmen at the respective 
depots. There is also mention of the period of the year 
2003 when salary paid to the workmen. Learned A/R for 
the claimant has also made reference to the report of 
Ms.Shukla, Ex.WW3/l so as to prove the documents 
pertaining to the employment of the workmen herein at 
Jwalapur Depot but officials of the FCI were not 
intentionally producing those documents so as to ensure 
that they are not considered to be employees of the principal 
employer. 

32. I have carefully gone through report of the Local 
Commissioner, Ms.Shipra Shukla WW3/1 when she visited 
the Depot at Jwalapur initially on 27.12.2013 and at that 
time learned authorized representatives of both the parties 
as well as Shri Uday Singh Rawat, Shri Darbara Singh, Area 
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Manager along with other officials of FCI and Shri Rajbir 
Singh, General Secretary of FCI Labour Union were present. 
Directions of the court were very clear and the officials of 
FCI were required to produce all the documents, i.e. 
attendance register, wage register and other documents, 
including keys to open the almirah so that relevant 
documents are taken into possession and examined by the 
Local Commissioner. It is further clear from her report that 
Shri Uday Singh Rawat, Manager had informed on the spot 
that Jwalapur depot from March 2004 was non-functional 
and even the staff of FCI stopped working for the said 
depot after 12.03.2004. She has referred to letter dated 
12.03.2004 which is Ex.WW3/4. This letter has been 
addressed to SSP Shri Ashok Kumar at Haridwar. In the 
end of the letter, it is clear that help of the police has been 
sought so that PSD operation could be run smoothly in 
Haridwar city. There is also reference to the contractor 
who has been authorized to do the above work. WW3/357 
is the photo of the sign board of Jwalapur depot. She has 
also referred to another letter written by District Manager, 
Shrinagar to Shri Rajbir Singh, General Secretary, which is 
Ex. WW3/5, which clearly shows that Shri Rajbir Singh has 
been asked to be present on 10.07.2003 alongwith other 
workers at Jwalapur godown and start work therein in view 
of the directions passed by the High Court in the writ 
petition. It is clearly suggestive of the fact that the workmen 
herein were engaged by FCI at Jwalapur depot in view of 
the directions of the Hon’ble High Court, from 10.07.2003 
onwards. There is list of articles in the godown, which is 
Ex.WW3/6 and list of the workmen who were working at 
Jwalapur Depot, Ex.WW3/9. Shri Uday Singh Rawat had 
disowned the above list on the ground that it is not on the 
letter head of FCI but he has not denied attestation of 200 
workers made by the Assistant Manager on 30.09.2003. The 
Local Commissioner has also found some very old record 
in gunny bags, like transfer certificate for the year 1990 
onwards. It is necessary to note here that as per para 13 of 
the Local Commissioner, that the Depot Incharge Shri 
Inderpal Singh volunteered to explain on the spot to the 
Local Commissioner. However, Shri Darbara Singh has 
virtually restrained him, as a result of which he kept mum. It 
was admitted during the course of argument that charge of 
FCI Depot at Jwalapur was taken by Shri Inderpal Singh 
from Shri Tomar and that Inderpal Singh was virtually the 
last Depot Incharge at Jwalapur Depot. There is another 
letter Ex.WW3/12 which was in possession of the Local 
Commissioner which shows that for a period of 2 years, 
work of handling at Jwalapur Depot in the year 1993 was 
given to some private contractor. There is another letter 
dated 17.11.1993 Ex.WW3/14, which shows that for two 
years HTC work was given to the workmen herein through 
their union. 

33. During the course of arguments, this Tribunal wanted 
to know from the learned A/R for the management regarding 
proof of contract as well as payment of wages to the various 


workmen through contractors. As discussed above, it was 
incumbent upon the management to ensure payment of 
wages to the workmen through the contractor, failing which 
in terms of Section 21, principal employer (FCI) was required 
to make the said payment. All these documents are required 
to be maintained by the principal employer also. This is 
also necessary because the principal employer can always 
deduct the amount paid as wages to the workmen from the 
amount of the contractor. Rule 74 and 75 of the Contract 
Labour Central Rules also requires the principal employer 
to maintain register of contractor in Form XII and Rule 75 
requires the name of the workmen working at each 
establishment to be mentioned in Form XIII. On termination 
of the employment, contractor is also required to issue 
wage slip to the workmen in Form XVI atleast one day prior 
to disbursement of wages. Signature/Thumb impression 
of the workers is required to be taken on the register of 
wages or muster roll cum wage register as the case may be. 
Clause(d) of Rule 78 further requires the contractor to 
maintain the following registers, i.e. (a) Muster Roll; 
(b) Register of Wages; (c) Register of Deductions 
(d) Register of Overtime; (e) Register of Fines (f) Register 
of Advances (g) Wage slip. All these documents are 
required to be legible in English and Hindi or in any 
language understood by majority of workmen. Not only 
this, all registers and records are required to be preserved 
in original for a period of three calendar years and all such 
registers and record etc. shall be produced on demand 
before the Inspector or any other authority under the Act. 
Rule 82 requires every contractor to submit half yearly 
returns on Form XVI so as to reach the Licencing Officer 
concerned. Since management has not taken care to 
produce any such document, nor the name of the contractor 
has been mentioned, therefore simply because Local 
Commissioner has taken into possession document to 
which the A/R for the management has referred as 
contracts, they would not mean that the same can be taken 
into consideration as proof of engagement of the workmen 
herein by contractor. This Tribunal can even otherwise 
draw adverse inference against the management inasmuch 
as management at every stage tried to withhold vital 
documents and did not allow Shri Inderpal Singh to talk to 
the Local Commissioner on the spot, who was explaining 
to the Local Commissioner regarding background of the 
dispute and availability of the relevant record in the office 
of FCI at J walapur Depot. 

34. It is further clear from the report of the Local 
Commissioner that after her visit at Jwalapur Depot, she 
also visited the office/godown at Shrinagar and parties to 
the case as well as other officials of FCI were present at 
that time. Officials at Shrinagar were fully aware regarding 
documents which were in possession of the Local 
Commissioner and other documents which were not 
produced by the officials of FCI by stating that the same 
were at Head Office: Delhi. Though the management has 
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disputed observations of the Local Commissioner about 
letter dated 06.10.2008, however the same could have 
been easily verified by this Tribunal had the management 
produced Shri R.P.S.Panwar so as to verify his signatures 
on the relevant documents. Even after submission of the 
report of the Local Commissioner, no steps were taken by 
the management to produce the relevant documents, 
including contract which was in operation during the period 
10.07.2003 to 28.10.2004 or before of thereafter. From the 
side of the management, no list of the workers in fact was 
produced who were deployed as per the stand of the 
management by the contractor at Jwalapur Depot. Conduct 
of the management in not producing the relevant documents 
as discussed above either before the Local Commissioner 
or before this Tribunal is required to be deprecated. It is 
now fairly settled position in law that if a party is in 
possession of best evidence which can throw light on the 
relevant issue in controversy and such a party withholds 
the documents without assigning any specific reason, in 
that eventuality court ought to draw adverse inference 
against such party notwithstanding onus of the proof does 
not lie on such party to prove the issue. Reliance in this 
regard has been placed upon the case of Gopal Krishnaji 
Ketpar vs. Mohamed Haji Latif(AIR 1968 SC 1413). Even 
in subsequent pronouncements in the case of Sushil Kumar 
Vs. Rakesh Kumar (2004 (1) SLJ 655) and 2006 Cr.LJ 4598) 
Hon’ble Apex Court has observed that non-production of 
the documents in possession of a public functionary who 
is under statutory obligation to produce the same would 
result in drawing of adverse inference against such party. 
Further conclusion which can be drawn is that had the 
documents been produced, the same would have gone 
against such a party. 

35. During the course of arguments, management also 
relied upon the case of Ram Swaroop Vs. Labour 
Court) 1995 (73) FLR 1139) which was a case where services 
of the workman was wrongly terminated and the 
management resisted the claim that he was not direct 
employee as the work has been outsourced to a private 
contractor, as such there was no relationship of master and 
servant between the management and workman as it has 
come in evidence that overall control of the workman was 
with the contractor who was paying salary to the workman 
and his attendance was also being marked by the said 
contractor. However, situation in the case in hand is different. 
There is no cogent or reliable evidence on record to suggest 
that handling wok of foodgrains was given during the 
relevant period to any specific contractor. Management, 
as discussed above, has not disclosed the name of such a 
contractor nor any document has been filed by the 
management to show that payment of wages was being 
made directly by the contractor to the workmen herein nor 
there is any evidence to show that control over the work 
was that of the contractor directly. Rather in the case on 
hand there is evidence on record to suggest that letter 


Ex.WW2/3 has been written to the General Secretary Shri 
Rajbir Singh, who has been directed by the officials of FC1 
to bring all the workers at Jwalapur Depot so as to perform 
their duties. It is clearly suggestive of the fact that control 
of the workmen was with officials of FCI. Moreover, perusal 
of the documents taken into possession by the Local 
Commissioner right from Ex. WW3/2 toEx.WW3/357 shows 
that during different years, right from 1997 onwards, 
payment regarding handling charges and salary of the 
employees at Jwalapur Depot was being sanctioned by the 
management of FCI. Admittedly the workmen herein were 
working in the premises of Jwalapur Depot. There is a 
sanction letter dated 16.12.2003 Ex.WW3/54 which shows 
that FCI has released amount for the period 01.07.2003 o 
31.10.2003 as per the bills. It is further clear from perusal of 
the stock ledgers annexed with the report of the Local 
Commissioner that the handling work of foodgrains was 
being done regularly after 1996-97 as payment amount is 
being shown at Shrinagar Depot as well a Jwalapur Depot 
in the said entries. When the Local Commissioner was 
examined as witness before this Tribunal, no specific 
question has been put by the management to the Local 
Commissioner regarding veracity of the above bills. Even 
during the course of arguments, authenticity of these 
documents was not challenged by either of the parties. 
However, when this Tribunal tried to ascertain as to who 
was the contractor during the relevant time, learned A/R 
for the management stated that one Shri Jaswant Rana was 
awarded work during the period 2003-04. 

36. Yet in another case, Hon’ble Apex Court in State of 
Haryana State Electricity Board Vs. Suresh (1999 LLR 433) 
question of contract labor which was alleged to be sham or 
smoke screen by the workman was considered. It was a 
case where Haryana State Electricity Board awarded contract 
to a contractor to undertake the work of keeping plants 
and cleaning etc. The said workman had put in more than 
240 days of service and subsequently his services were 
discontinued by the management. Ultimately matter was 
referred to the Industrial Tribunal by way of reference and 
labour Court after considering evidence on record came to 
the conclusion that the worker had put in more than 240 
days in a year ; as such, they were ordered to be reinstated 
with continuity of service with 10% back wages. A writ 
petition was filed in the High Court and the same was 
rejected. Later on when the matter was taken to the Hon’ble 
Apex Court, strong arguments was advanced on behalf of 
Electricity Board that the workman in the said case were 
engaged by the contractor who was paying wages to them 
and the Board is not liable to continue them in service or 
pay back wages. In the said case also, it was proved on 
record that the contractor to whom contract was given was 
not duly licenced nor the employer. Electricity Board was 
holding license to award contract. Contention of the Board 
was rejected by the Hon’ble Apex Court, wherein it was 
observed as under: 
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‘It has to be kept in view that this is not a case in 
which it is found that there was any genuine contract 
labour system prevailing with the Board. If it was a 
genuine contract system, then obviously, it had to 
be abolished as per Section 10 of the Contract Labour 
Regulation and Abolition Act after following the 
procedure laid down therein. However, on the facts 
of the present case, it was found by the Labour Court 
and as confirmed by the High Court that the so called 
contractor Kashmir Singh was a mere name lender 
and had procured labour for the Board from the open 
market. He was almost a broker or an agent of the 
Board for that purpose. The Labour Court also noted 
that the Management witness Shri A.K. Chaudhary 
also could not tell whether Shri Kashmira Singh was 
a licensed contractor or not. That workmen had made 
a statement that Shri Kashmira Singh was not a 
licensed contractor. Under these circumstances, it 
has to be held that factually there was no genuine 
contract system prevailing at the relevant time 
wherein the Board could have acted as only the 
principal employer and Kashmira Singh as a licensed 
contractor employing labour on his own account. It 
is also pertinent to note that nothing was brought 
on record to indicate that even the Board at the 
relevant time, was registered as principal employer 
under the Contract Labour Regulation and Abolition 
Act. Once the Board was not a principal employer 
and the so called contractor Kashmira Singh was not 
a licensed contractor under the Act, the inevitable 
conclusion that had to be reached was to the effect 
that the so called contract system was a mere 
camouflage, smoke and a screen and disguised in 
almost a transparent veil which could easily be pierced 
and the real contractual relationship between the 
Board, on the one hand, and the employees, on the 
other, could be clearly visualized.’ 

37. It is clear from dicta laid down in the above authority 
that when the work is of perennial nature and neither the 
employer nor the contractor are holding the requisite 
licence to award contract in terms of provisions of CLRA 
Act, in that eventuality conclusion would be that the 
contract system was a mere sham or camouflage. 

38. Hon’ble Apex Court in ONGC vs. Petroleum Coal 
Labour Union (2015) Lab IC 2483) deprecated the practice 
of engaging workers on temporary basis where the work is 
regular or of perennial nature. It was held that such a 
practice amount to unfair labor practice as defined under 
Section2(k) read with Section 25(T) and Section 25(U) of 
the ID Act. In the present case also, work which was being 
performed by the workmen is not of seasonal nature and 
various documents taken in possession by the Local 
Commissioner clearly establishes that the labour is being 
employed for handling of sacks regularly by the officials at 
Shrinagar, Rourkee and Jwalapur, which are permanent 
depots of FCI. 


39. It was also brought to the notice of the Tribunal that 
the workers who were doing similar work at Rourkee and 
other places are regular workmen whereas only Jwalapur 
Depot has been singled out by the Government. To my 
mind, this is really in violation of the principles of rule of 
law which are applicable in the governance of the Country 
and such an action of the Government cannot be said to be 
in consonance with the equality clause contained in Article 
14 of the Constitution of India. 

40. As already discussed, there is no examination of 
this witness nor any contract which was entered into with 
the contractor has been placed on record so as to ascertain 
the terms and conditions. There is nothing on record to 
show that whether this contractor or any other contractor 
has made payment of wages to the workmen herein for the 
period 10.07.2003 to 28.10.2004. At the cost of repetition, it 
is to be stated under the provisions of CLRA Act, it the 
duty of the principal employer to ensure payment of wages 
to the workman in case payment has not been made by the 
contractor. Even if payment is made by the contractor, 
authorized representative, as per rules discussed above, is 
required to be present on the spot so as to ensure due and 
proper payment to the workers. There is nothing on record 
to show that provisions of CLRA Act as discussed above 
has been followed by the contractor or the management in 
letter and spirit or in substantial manner. The Tribunal 
cannot ignore the fact that Act was enacted by the 
Parliament to deal with the abuse of contract labour system 
and it is primarily a social welfare legislation so as to 
safeguard interest of the workmen or casual labour 
deployed by the management or the contractor as the case 
may be. In Steel Authority of India (supra), has highlighted 
various aspects of this Act and also emphasized the need 
to follow various provisions so that the workmen are saved 
from exploitation. This Tribunal cannot ignore the fact 
that the workmen herein were terminated without serving 
any notice of one month or salary in lieu thereof as such 
there is also violation of provisions of Section 25F of the 
ID Act. 

41. Net result of the discussion is that the workmen 
herein have worked during the period 10.07.2003 to 
28.10.2004 and it is held that they have not received wages 
for the said period as no oral or documentary evidence 
has been adduced by the management to prove the same. 
Sine there is no admissible evidence on record to suggest 
that handling work of Jwalapur Depot was given to any 
licenced contractor by the FCI nor there is any statement 
from the side of the contractor to prove that the workmen 
herein were working under him, as such it is reasonable to 
hold that the workmen herein were in direct employment of 
FCI during the relevant period, more so when no evidence 
has been adduced to the effect that it was the contractor 
was directly making payment or supervising work of 
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handling etc., in such circumstances. Conclusion can be 
drawn that even if there was any contract in the manner as 
alleged by the management, same is held to be sham or 
camouflage or a smoke screen; such contractor was simply 
a name lender as the said contractor has neither been 
examined nor contract has been proved on record. 

42. Having said so, residual question which requires 
further consideration is whether closure of Jwalapur Depot 
by the management of FCI is in violation of section 25 (o) of 
the Industrial Disputes Act. It is neither in doubt nor in 
dispute that the depot at Jwalapur has been closed since 
2004. Learned authorized representative for the 
management strongly urged that closure of the depot at 
Jwalapur was due to the reason that the workmen herein 
have created unrest and it was difficult for the management 
to control them, as a result of which management was forced 
to close the depot at Jwalapur. In this regard, it is appropriate 
to mention ere that there is no cogent or relevant evidence 
led by the management that any kind of unrest was created 
by the workmen herein as a result of which management 
was forced to close the depot after 2004. There is not even 
a whisper in the statement of MW1 in his affidavit. 
Therefore, arguments advanced by the management is just 
for the sake of arguments only, which is not the basis either 
in the pleadings or evidence adduced during the course of 
trial. Section 25(o) of the ID Act contains procedure which 
is required to be adopted in case any industrial undertaking 
or an establishment is to be closed. An employer has to 
apply in the prescribed manner, at least ninety days to the 
Government before the date on which the employer intends 
to close the undertaking or industry, clearly stating therein 
reasons for such closure of such undertaking. Copy of 
such application is required to be supplied to the 
representatives of the workmen .It is thereafter that the 
appropriate Government after making such enquiry as it 
deems fit and affording reasonable opportunity of being 
heard, both to the employer as well as the workmen and 
after taking into consideration interest of the general public 
etc., after reasons to be recorded in writing may grant or 
refuse to grant such permission. Clause 6 of the above 
section provides when such permission has been refused 
by the Government, closure of undertaking shall be deemed 
to be illegal from the date of closure and the workmen shall 
be entitled to all benefits under any law for the time-being 
in force as if the undertaking has not been closed down. 

43. Admittedly, the above procedures have not been 
followed by the management and they have come with the 
contention that in the present case provisions of section 
25(o) cannot be pressed into service unless the conditions 
contained in Section 25(k) of the Industrial Disputes Act 
are fulfilled. Section 25(k) of the ID Act deals with deals 
with special provision relating to law of retrenchment and 
closure of certain establishment. Sub-section (1) of Section 
25 clearly provides that provisions of this Chapter shall 
apply to industrial establishments (not being an 


establishment of seasonal character) engaging not less 
than one hundred workmen were employed on an average 
per working day for the preceding twelve months. To my 
mind, contention of the management regarding applicability 
of section 25(K) is meritless inasmuch as more than 100 
workers were admittedly working at Jwalapur Depot. 
Question as to whether the work at Jwalapur Depot is of 
seasonal nature is to be decided by the appropriate 
Government and not by the management. When Jwalapur 
Depot comes within the definition of establishment or 
industry and even contract labour employed either by the 
contractor or FCI, as the case may be, falls within the 
definition of ‘workmen’, under such circumstances, it does 
not lie in the mouth of the management to say that 
provisions of section 25(o) are not applicable. 

44. Learned authorized representative for the 
management also referred to the award of the Tribunal in 
FCI Mazdoor Sangh vs Senior Manager in ID No.69/2008, 
decided on 11.03.2010. Firstly question involved in the 
award, which is not exhibited, is not the same as involved 
in the case in hand. Moreover, workers in the said award 
are also different though it pertains to Jwalapur Depot. 
However, this award passed by the Court of Co-ordinate 

jurisdiction is not binding upon this Tribunal. There is no 
merit in the contention that unrest was created by the union 
herein as a result of which management was forced to close 
the depot. Even if it were so, there was no bar for the FCI 
to bring this fact to the notice of the authority or the 
appropriate Government. In the absence of any such 
evidence on unrest, contention of the management is 
rejected. 

45. As a sequel to my discussion made hereinabove, it 
is held that the workmen herein Shri Rajbir Singh and 199 
others were employed by Food Corporation of India Depot 
at Jwalapur and they have not received their salary/wages 
for the period from 10.07.2003 to 28.10.2004 under direct 
payment system and thereafter their discontinuation/ 
termination from service is also held to be illegal and 
unjustified as the same is in violation of provisions of 
Section 25(o) of the ID Act. Since the Depot at Jwalapur is 
stated to be closed since 2004, as such, FCI would be at 
liberty to engage the workmen herein willing to work at a 
nearby place like Rourkee, Shrinagar, Haridwar etc. as the 
management thinks fit. An award is accordingly passed. 
Let this award be sent to the appropriate Government, as 
required under Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act 
1947, for publication. 

Dated : February 29,2016 

A. C. DOGRA, Presiding Officer 

M fTcrft, 9 2016 

cFT.3TT. 512.— 3fl^|lP|ch 3#rfwi, 1947 (1947 
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RR^ fRR, 3RJRFT 3#3RRfl 

New Delhi, the 9th March, 2016 

S.O. 512. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 37/2003) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Asansol as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial 
Dispute between the management of Kunustorai Colliery, 
M/s. Eastern Coalfield Limited and their workmen, received 
by the Central Government on 09/03/2016. 

[No. L-22012/274/2002-IR (CM-H)] 

RAJENDER SINGH, Section Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVT. INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, ASANSOL 

PRESENT: 

Sri Pramod Kumar Mishra, Presiding Officer 

REFERENCE NO. 37 OF 2003 

PARTIES: 

The management of Kunustoria Colliery 
of M/s. E.C.L. 

Vs. 

Sri Kameshwar Paswan 

REPRESENTATIVES: 

For the management : Sri. P. K. Das, Ld. Advocate 

For the union (Workman) : Sri. S. K. Pandey, Gen. 

Secy., CMC 

Industry : Coal State : West Bengal 

Dated: 24.02.2016 
AWARD 

In exercise of powers conferred by clause (d) of Sub¬ 
section 1) and Sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947(14 of 1947), Govt, of India 
through the Ministry of Labour vide its letter No. L-22012/ 
274/2002-IR(CM-II) dated 13.10.2003 has been pleased to 
refer the following dispute for adjudication by this Tribunal. 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the action of management of Kunustoria 
Colliery of ECL in not accepting the decision of the 
Age Assessment Committee in respect of age of Shri 
Kameshwar Paswan is legal and justified? If not, to 
what relief the workman is entitled?” 


Having received the Order No. L-22012/274/2002- 
IR(CM-II) dated 13.10.2003 of the above said reference 
from the Govt, of India, Ministry of Labour, New Delhi for 
adjudication of the dispute, a reference case No. 37 of 2003 
was registered on 20.10.2003. Accordingly an order to that 
effect was passed to issue notices through the registered 
post to the parties concerned, directing them to appear in 
the court, on the date fixed and to file their written statements 
along with the relevant documents and a list of witnesses 
in support of their claims. In pursuance of the said order 
notices by the registered post were sent to the parties 
concerned. Both the parties appeared in the Tribunal, 
through their representative. 

1. The workman has stated in his written statement that 
Kameshwar Paswan, Body Searcher of Kunustoria Colliery 
under Kunustoria Area of M/s. Eastern Coalfields Limited 
was appointed in Kunustoria Colliery as Body Searcher in 
the year 1972. His age was not recorded in the 'IT Form at 
the time of appointment. The age / Date of Birth of the 
workman was recorded in the ‘B’ Form Register as 
11.06.1942 without any basis and without the knowledge 
of the workman. The workman requested to the management 
for correction of his date of birth in the record since 1986 
and again in the year 1987 through the Service Excerpts. 
Accordingly the workman was called by the management 
during 1988 and his age was arbitrarily assessed without 
observing any formalities as per rules of medical 
jurisprudences As per the request of the workman the 
management again referred his case to the Age Assessment 
Committee in the year 1989. Though the management did 
not communicate the request of Age Assessment 
Committee, but the workman came to know that his age 
was assessed as 42 years in the year 1989. In spite of the 
repeated request by the workman as well as Union the 
management did not correct his date of birth in the ‘B’ 
Form of the Colliery as per the report of the Age Assessment 
Committee held in the year 1989. The management forcefully 
superannuated the workman from the service of the 
company on the basis of wrong-recorded age / Date of 
Birth in the ‘B’ Form of the colliery. The action of the 
management of Kunustoria Colliery under Kunustoria Area 
of M/s. Eastern Coalfields Limited in not accepting the 
decision of the Age Assessment Committee in respect of 
age of Sri Kameshwar Paswan is illegal and unjustified. 
The workman has prayed that the tribunal may kindly direct 
the management of Kunustoria Colliery of M/s E.C.L to 
accept the decision of the Age Assessment Committee in 
respect of age of Sri Kameshwar Paswan held in the year 
1989 and for payment of wages for his forceful idleness 
w.e.f. 01.07.2002. 

2. In defence Kunustoria Colliery under Kunustoria 
Area of M/s. Eastern Coalfields Limited has stated briefly 
in their written statement that Sri Kameshwar Paswan was 
appointed on 05.06.1972 and he raised the dispute with 
regard to his date of birth in the year 1987 in the several 
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record excerpts, and on raising such dispute his case was 
referred to the Age Determination Committee which was 
held at Kunustoria Area on 24.12.1988. As per the guideline 
of 1.1. no. 76 of JBCCI and the said committee assessed the 
dateofbirth of the concerned employee as 11.06.1942. On 
the basis of such assessment of age of the concerned 
employee by the said committee the Form ‘B’ register. 
Identity Card and other statutory records were corrected 
on the basis of said assessed date of birth and the said 
assessment was duly communicated to the concerned 
employee who accepted the said assessment. After the 
said assessment of age the concerned workman he again 
represented before the Colliery management for re¬ 
assessment of his age by disputing the earlier assessment. 
The concerned workman was again referred to the Age 
Assessment Committee and after proper assessment, the 
age of the concerned workman was assessed as 11.06.1942 
in the year 1989. The said assessment was done in 
accordance with the principles of medical jurisprudence 
and in strict compliance of the guideline as formulated in I. 
I. No 76 of JBCCI. It is denied that assessment was done 
arbitrarily without observing any formalities as per rules 
and regulations of medical jurisprudence. The reference is 
misconceived one 

3. The workman has filed copy of written statement 
submitted by management of M/s. Eastern Coalfields 
Limited before the A.L.C.(C) and copy of report of “Failure 
of Conciliation” sent to Secretary, Govt, of India, Labour 
Ministry. The workman has filed the affidavit in his oral 
evidence. He has been cross-examined by the learned 
Advocate of M/s. Eastern Coalfields Limited. M/s. Eastern 
Coalfields Limited has not filed any oral or documentary 
evidence in their support. 

4. I have heard Sri S. K. Pandey, learned Union 
representative on behalf of workman and Sri P. K. Das, 
learned Advocate on behalf of M/s. Eastern Coalfields 
Limited. 

5. Sri S. K. Pandey has argued that the Age Assessment 
Committee wrongly assessed the date of birth as 11.06.1942. 
The report of second assessment held in 1989 was not 
complied with by M/s. Eastern Coalfields Limited. Whereas 
Sri P. K. Das has argued that the age was correctly assessed 
by Age Assessment Committee of concerned workman as 
per medical jurisprudence and it was duly communicated 
to him. Second Age Assessment Committee also assessed 
the same date of birth i.e. 11.06.1942. There is no 
discrepancy in the Age Assessment Committee of M/s. 
Eastern Coalfields Limited. 

6. The contention of the concerned workman is that he 
was appointed in the year 1972, at that time his Date of 
Birth was not recorded in service records. Thereafter, he 
agitated regarding his Date of Birth in the year 1986 and 
1987. Though the Age Assessment Committee assessed 


his date of birth as 11.06.1942 but after his protest the Age 
Assessment Committee assessed his age for second time 
in 1989. In 1989 his date of birth was assessed as 42 years. 
On the basis of his wrong date of birth he was premature 
superannuated. On the other hand, the contention of the 
Kunustoria Colliery of M/s. Eastern Coalfields Limited is 
that the concerned workman was appointed on 05.06.1972. 
On the protest of the concerned workman in 1987 the Age 
Assessment Committee assessed the age of delinquent in 
1988 as 11.06.1942. Again the workman protested regarding 
his date of birth. Again Age Assessment Committee 
reassessed his age in 1989 as 42 years as per guideline. 

7. As per affidavit of concerned workman filed in his 
oral evidence he has stated that he was superannuated 
forcibly on 30.06.2002. He has admitted that he was 
medically examined by Age Assessment Committee twice 
in the year 1988 and 1989. In cross examination dated 
30.5.2013 he has stated his age as 58 years. He has not filed 
any documentary evidence in support of his age. Even in 
affidavit he has not stated on which date he was born. 
Even in his written statement he has not disclosed his date 
of birth. Therefore there is no basis for accepting this 
statement that on May, 2013 he was 58 years old. The 
workman has specifically admitted in para-5 and para-7 of 
his written statement that his age was assessed by the 
Committee as 11.06.1942. As per letter of Sri P. K. Nayak the 
then Assistant Labour Commissioner ( C ), Asansol dated 
29.7.2002 / 01/08/2002 addressed to the Secretary, Govt, of 
India, Ministry of Labour, it is apparent that the dispute 
was raised by workman through his Union representative 
regarding correction of his Date of Birth. The dispute was 
referred by Union representative by letter No. KMC/KNT/ 
ID/2001/128 dated 18.03.2001. The Assistant Labour 
Commissioner fixed the dates for reconciliation on 
03.05.2001,04.09.2001,17.09.2001,11.10.2001 and 23.11.2001. 
The representatives of both sides appeared, but 
reconciliation was failed. 

8. Thus, it is apparent that the concerned workman 
raised the dispute before A.L.C.(C) in March, 2001. As per 
his evidence in affidavit he was superannuated on 
30.06.2002. Thus he agitated regarding his date of birth 
just fifteen months before his superannuation. Whereas 
he was very well aware in 1988 and 1989 about his Date of 
Birth as 11.06.1942 which was recorded in his service 
excerpts. 

9. It is settled law that the date of birth as recorded in 
the service book cannot be changed after a long period, 
particularly at the fag end or nearer to the date of retirement 
or superannuation. Hon’ble Apex Court in State of U.P. & 
Anr. v/s Shiv Narain Upadhyaya (2005) 6 SCC 49 reported 
in A.I.R. 2005 SC 4192 has held that the date of birth as 
recorded in the Service Book cannot be changed after a 
long period, particularly at the fag end or nearer to the date 
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of retirement or superannuation. Hon’ble Apex Court in 
another case: Registrar General, High Court of Madras 
v/s M. Manickam and others (2011) 9 SCC 245: reported 
in A.I.R. 2011 SC 3658 has held that “Change of date of 
birth is a very important responsibility to be discharged 
for there is a general tendency amongst the employees to 
lower their age and change their date of birth to suit their 
career and to lengthen their service career”. 

10. In view of the law laid down by Hon’ble Apex Court 
since the workman has agitated this dispute regarding his 
incorrect date of birth cannot be accepted. It is relevant to 
mention that concerned workman has nowhere mentioned 
his Date of Birth. At the fag end of retirement few months 
before superannuation assailing the incorrect Date of Birth 
assessed by a Committee of M/s. Eastern Coalfields Limited 
cannot be accepted. 

11. Considering the whole facts and circumstances of 
the reference, discussed above, I come to the conclusion 
that the action of management regarding age of concerned 
workman Sri Kameshwar Paswan is legal and justified. The 
concerned workman is not entitled to any relief. 

ORDER 

Let an “Award” be and the same is passed as per 
above discussion. Send the copies of the order to the Govt, 
of India, Ministry of Labour, New Delhi for information and 
needful. The reference is accordingly disposed of. 

PRAMOD KUMAR MISHRA, Presiding Officer 
4? f^TOT, 9 RUf, 2016 

cFT.3R. 513— 3lVlPl4> feTR 3#m, 1947 ( 1947 R4 
14) RTl RTR 17 SfjWl 3 ^#4 TOR TTRtenf <£ 
RRRRT TORS PHdWf 3TR TTO> 4>44>kT ^ 3RJRR 4' 
3tklp|cb f^oflR 3 ^#4 RRRR 3tklp|cb Rf?RRW9IR 
TOIRTOR, ddddildl ^ RRU (7TT4 R. 48/2015) RRf wfw 
RTOft t Rf RTORI RTf 09/03/2016 RTl WR f RT RT | 

[R. T54-2201 1/10/2015-RT|RR (Rl^R-II)] 
R^ fW, SpjRTR 3#R47R[ 
New Delhi, the 9th March, 2016 

S.O. 513. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 48/2015) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Kolkata as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial 
Dispute between the management of Food Corporation of 
India, Regional Office and their workmen, received by the 
Central Government on 09/03/2016. 

[No. L-22011/10/2015-1R (CM-H)] 
RAJENDER SINGH, Section Officer 


ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL 
ATKOLKATA 

Reference No. 48 of 2015 

Parties: 

Employers in relation to the management of Food 
Corporation of India, Regional Office 

AND 

Their workmen 

Present: Justice Dipak Saha Ray, Presiding Officer 

Appearance: 

On behalf of the : None 

Management 

On behalf of the : None 

Workman 

State: West Bengal Industry: Food & Public 

Distribution 

Dated: 24th August ,2015 
AWARD 

By Order No. L-22011/10/2015-IR(CM-II) dated 
03.08.2015 the Government of India, Ministry of Labour in 
exercise of its powers under Section 10(l)(d) and (2A) of 
the industrial Disputes Act, 1947 referred the following 
dispute to this Tribunal for adjudication: 

“Whether the decision of the Management of Food 
Corporation of India is justified in engaging 
contractual workmen through engagement of 
Handling contractor in place of regular workmen for 
loading and unloading of rakes at Sreerampour Rly. 
Siding is legal and/or justified? If not, what relief the 
workmen are entitled to?” 

2. When the case is taken up today for hearing, none 
appears either on behalf the union or on behalf of the 
management. It appears from the record that none appeared 
on behalf of the union on the previous two dates inspite of 
service of notice. In fact none ever appeared on behalf of 
the union since initiation of the instant reference. 

3. From the above facts and circumstances it may 
reasonably be presumed that the union at whose instance 
the present reference has been initiated has got no interest 
in the matter. So, no fruitful purpose will be served in 
keeping the matter pending. 

4. Considering the above, instant reference is disposed 
of by passing a “No Dispute Award”. 

Kolkata, 

Dated the 24th February, 2016 

Justice DIPAK SAHA RAY, Presiding Officer 
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cRT.31T. 514— 3l1^P|ob 3#rfWT, 1947 ( 1947 
14) ^ ?4RT 17 ^ 31-^KUl if ^)7T TTHRTT <£ 

tft'irft ^ tees: Ph^WI' ah ett cb4'+>i<f ^ ai^fsj k 
afditfw f^ofi^ k ck^r tthrtt aikIPich arfiFfiTWSTR 
«MI4ld4, HR^T ^ W (tM TT. 9/2005) ^ wfw 
wt t # ^#4 TTHGT ^ 09/03/2016 ^ WTT f3TT *TTI 

[TT.1751-22012/58/2004-3TTf3TR (TT^-II)] 

fw, appim srfenft 

New Delhi, the 9th March, 2016 

S.O. 514. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 9/2005) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Jabalpur as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial 
Dispute between the management of Sohagpur Area of 
SECL and their workmen, received by the Central 
Government on 09/03/2016. 

[No. L-22012/58/2004-IR (CM-H)] 

RAJENDER SINGH, Section Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORETHE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
ESDUSTRIALTRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 
JABALPUR 

NO. CGIT/LC/R/9/2005 

The Secretary, 

MP Koyla Mazdoor Sabha (HMS), 

Near GM Office, Dhanpuri, 

Distt. Shahdol ...Workman/Union 

Versus 

Chief General Manager, 

Sohagpur Area of SECL, 

PO Dhanpuri, 

Distt. Shahdol ...Management 

AWARD 

Passed on this 12th day of February, 2016 

1. As per letter dated 30-12-2004 by the Government 
of India, Ministry of Labour, New Delhi, the reference is 
received. The reference is made to this Tribunal under 
Section -10 of I.D.Act, 1947 as per Notification No.L-22012/ 
58/2004-IR(CM-II). The dispute under reference relates to: 

“Whether the action of the Chief General Manager, 
Sohagpur Area of SECL, PO Dhanpuri, Distt. Shahdol 
(MP) in not allowing Shri Heera Singh, S/o Shri 
Sukhdeo Singh, Token No. 3631, Amlai Colliery for 
duties is legal and justified? If not, to what relief the 
workman is entitled?” 


2. After receiving reference, notices were issued to 
the parties. Workman filed statement of claim at Page 2/2 
to 2/4. Case of 1st party workman is that he was working as 
General Mazdoor in new Amlai colliery holding Token No. 
3631. That he was sick in the month of August 2001 the 
employer was informed. After recovery of his illness, he 
had gone to join duty alongwith medical certificate, he was 
not permitted to join duty without assigning reasons. He 
received letter dated 31-8-00. He given reply to said letter 
which was received by office of 2nd party on 3-9-01. 1st 
party workman reiterates that management did not allow 
him to join duty. The dispute was raised before ALC. After 
failure to settle the dispute, reference is made to this 
Tribunal. 1st party workman contends that he filed 
documents relating to his sickness therefore management 
cannot discontinue or terminate on the ground of 
misconduct. That he is illiterate person and unable to 
understand the action taken by management, that in absence 
of enquiry, action of management is in violation of principles 
of natural justice. If misconduct is found proved, for 
absence of 1-2 months when he was suffering from illness, 
his services cannot be terminated. On such ground, 
workman prays for his reinstatement with backwages. 

3. 2nd party filed Written Statement at Page 5/1 to 5/9 
opposing claim of workman, case of 2nd party is that 
workman Heera Singh was initially appointed as General 
Mazdoor he was habitual absentee. He remained absent 
from duty without intimation or permission or sanctioned 
leave. Workman was issued several warnings, chargesheets 
committed misconduct remaining absent form duty 
unauthorisely. The details of the working days of workman 
are shown in Para 4 of Written Statement in 1997 for 113 
days, in 1998 for 98 days, in 1999 for 112 days, in 2000 for 55 
days and in 2001 till August- 44 days. 

4. That chargesheet was issued to workman on 
31-8-01 for absence from duty from 23-7-01. Workman 
submitted reply to chargesheet. Reply of workman was 
found unsatisfactory. Management decided to conduct 
DE. Shri R.Kumar was appointed as Enquiry Officer, Shri 
D.K. Verma as Management Representative. Memorandum 
of enquiry was issued on 12-9-01. Enquiry was conducted 
on 13-9-01. Charges were read over to workman. He denied 
the charges against him. witness of management produced 
Form C Register and Summary Register. Workman was asked 
to cross-examine witness but he denied to cross-examine 
management’s witness. 2nd party reiterates that enquiry 
was conducted properly. Enquiry Officer held charges 
against workman were proved. Considering proved charges 
against workman, punishment of dismissal was imposed. 
While imposing punishment, the past records of workman 
was considered. He was given written warnings, not 
attending duties. 2nd party refers to the ratio held in various 
cases by Hon’ble Apex Court. 2nd party further submits 
that sick leave is granted after certificate issued by Medical 
officer. Workman had not given intimation about his 
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absence of sickness. For proved unauthorized absence, 
workman was dismissed from service. Workman is not 
entitled to any relief. 

5. As per order dated 26-2-2014, enquiry conducted 
against workman is found proper and legal. 

6. Considering pleadings on record and order on 
preliminary issue, the points which arise for my 
consideration and determination are as under. My findings 
are recorded against each of them for the reasons as below :- 

(i) Whether the charges alleged In Affirmative 

against workman is proved from 

evidence in Enquiry proceedings? 

(ii) Whether the action of the Chief In Negative 

General Manager, Sohagpur Area 

of SECL, PO Dhanpuri, Distt. Shahdol 
(MP) in not allowing Shri Heera Singh, 

S/o Shri Sukhdeo Singh, Token No. 

3631, Amlai Colliery for duties is proper 
and legal? 

(iii) If not, what relief the workman is As per final 

entitled to?” order. 

REASONS 

7. Enquiry conducted against workman is found proper 
and legal as per order dated 26-2-2014. Terms of reference 
and statement of claim pertains to refusal by management 
to allow workman on duty. However in Written statement, 
2nd party has contented that chargesheet was issued to 
workman and his services are terminated for proved 
misconduct of unauthorized and habitual absence. 
Document Exhibit M-8 produced in enquiry working days 
of workman in 1999 are shown. The report of enquiry is 
produced at Exhibit M-13. Working days of workman are 
shown in 1998 - working days- 98 days, CL-9 & sick leave- 
15, in 1999- working days-110 days, CL-10 days, sick leave- 
15 days, in 2000- working days-55 days, CL-8 days, sick 
leave-15, in 2001- working days 44 days, CL-8, sick leave- 
15 days. Chargesheet was issuied to workman on 31-8-01 
covering the working of 1st party workman in 1997 for 113 
days, in 1998 for 98 days, in 1999 for 110 days, in 2000 for 55 
days and in 2001- monthwise working days are shown till 
the month of August. The copies of muster roll for the year 
1998,99,2000,2001 are produced in Enquiry proceedings. 
Evidence in Enquiry Proceedings supports findings of 
Enquiry Officer. Therefore findings of Enquiry Officer 
cannot be said perverse. The unauthorized absence of 
workman is established. The documents of earlier 
chargesheet and warnings issued to workman are not 
produced on record, the charges shown in chargesheet 
Exhibit M-2 dated 31-8-01 are proved from evidence in 
Enquiry Proceedings. The punishment of removal is 
imposed against workman as per order Exhibit M-14. 


8. As per evidence of management’s witness, 1st party 
workman was initially appointed as General Mazdoor. 
Exhibit M-l is excerpt of service book produced by 
management. The age of workman at the time of appointment 
is shown 32 years. In his affidavit of evidence, age of 
workman is shown 50 years. It is clear that workman was 
working with 2nd party for quite long period. Any adverse 
service record is not produced. Therefore punishment of 
removal imposed against workman appears harsh. 

9. Shri A.K.Shashi relies on ratio held in 

Case of New India Assurance Co.Ltd versus Vipin 
Beharilal Srivastava reported in 2008(3)SCC-446. 
Ratio held in the case pertains to proper mode of 
obtaining sick leave. 

Ratio held in case of Indian Iron and Steel Co. Ltd 
versus Prahlad Singh reported in 2001(1 [SCC-424 
deals with the delay of 13 years in raising dispute. 

In present case, there is no longer delay in raising 
dispute. The services of workman terminated in 2001, the 
dispute is raised in 2005. Sick leave are already shown by 
the management. Therefore ratio held in above cases 
cannot be beneficially applied. Workman has not committed 
any act of causing loss, damage to the property of 2nd 
party by committing any fraudulent act, therefore 
punishment of removal cannot be sustained. In my 
considered view considering length of service served by 
workman, punishment of removal from service deserves to 
be modified to compulsory retirement allowing retiral benefit 
to the workman, accordingly I record my finding in Point 
No.2. 

10. In the result, award is passed as under:- 

(1) The action of the Chief General Manager, Sohagpur 
Area of SECL, PO Dhanpuri, Distt. Shahdol (MP) in 
not allowing Shri Heera Singh, S/o Shri Sukhdeo 
Singh, Token No. 3631, Amlai Colliery for duties is 
not proper and legal. 

(2) Punishment of removal from service of workman is 
modified to compulsory retirement. 1st party workman 
be allowed retiral benefits as per rules. 

R. B. PATLE, Presiding Officer 

M fcvvfr, 9 Rpf, 2016 

cFT.OT. 515.—4411 Pich fqRTT 3#qfWT, 1947 ( 1947 R4 
14) £(KT 17 ^ RJRqtrj R ^#4 RRRK LpHllifd ^ 
RRRR4 TT RR^ fH4Mcbl 3Tk RTR ^ #4 R 

3lWlP|cb fRRTR R ^#4 RRRR 3lWlP|cb RfRRRWRR 
-4I4M4, RRRnjl ^ RRR: (wf R. 88/2012) RR 
RRRl t Rf RTRtR ofj[ 09/03/2016 RR WR f31T RTI 

[R. RR-22012/84/2012-RT^3TK (rIrR-II)] 

TTRR fRR, RJRFT 3#4RRTl 
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New Delhi, the 9th March, 2016 

S.O. 515. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 88/2012) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Jabalpur as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial 
Dispute between the management of Jayant Project of NCL 
and their workmen, received by the Central Government 
on 09/03/2016. 

[No. L-22012/84/2012-IR (CM-H)] 
RAJENDER SINGH, Section Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORETHE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIALTRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 
JABALPUR 

NO. CGIT/LC/R/88/2012 

Zonal Secretary, 

Koyla Udhyog Kamgar Sangathan, 

B-530, NCL, Jayant Project, 

Distt. Singrauli, 

MP ...Workman/Union 

Versus 

General Manager, 

Jayant Project of NCL, 

PO Jayant, 

Distt. Singrauli, 

MP ...Management 

AWARD 

Passed on this 10th day of February 2016 

1. As per letter dated 25-7-2012 by the Government of 
India, Ministry of Labour, New Delhi, the reference is 
received. The reference is made to this Tribunal under 
Section-10 of I.D.Act, 1947 as per Notification No.L-22012/ 
84/2012-IR(CM-II). The dispute under reference relates to: 

“Whether the action of the General Manager, Jayant 
Project of NCL in not revoking/ annulling the 
punishment imposed on Shri Sitaram Pandey, Crane 
Operator, even after acquittal of charges from the 
Hon’ble Court of law is legal and justified? To what 
relief the claimant is entitled for and from which date?” 

2. After receiving reference, notices were issued to the 
parties. 1st party workman submitted statement of claim at 
Page 2/1 to 2/5. Case of 1st party workman is that he was 
working on permanent post of Crane Operator with 2nd 
party, on 29-6-00, workman was asked by his superior to 
reach near canteen and unload certain goods form truck 
bearing No. UP-70/L-9030. Workman reached to the place 
along with a Khalasi namely Shri Ramdhari Kushwaha. The 
crane was parked at a distance of about 4 meter behind the 
truck. While making preparations for the unloading of the 


material and while arranging proper positioning and 
support for the TMC to station, all of a sudden the Khalasi 
Ramdhari Kushwaha put TMC in reverse gear without any 
indication and caution causing the accident of helper who 
was standing between the tail end of the loaded truck and 
the TMC was crushed to death. It was unexpected action 
from Khalasi. He had no reason to reverse the truck when 
preparatory work for unloading was going on. Subsequent 
to said accident, the workman was implicated in criminal 
case for offence under section 304 IPC bearing Case No. 
99/2000. That as per order dated 7-2-00, workman was 
suspended. Chargesheet was issued alleging misconduct 
under Clause 26.5,26.22,26.23,26.28 & 26.43 of the standing 
orders applicable to 2nd party. In substance, management 
alleged that without seeking permission from Competent 
Authority, workman allowed unauthorized person to ply 
the vehicle. That workman was not supplied list of 
witnesses alongwith chargesheet or during the Enquiry 
Proceedings, his defence was prejudiced. Workman 
submitted reply to the chargesheet on 11 -2-2000 denying 
charges against him. He prayed for withdrawal of charges. 
Shri M.B.Ram was appointed as Enquiry Officer on 
29-2-2000. Shri P.Ghosh was appointed as Presenting Officer. 
Subsequently Shri V.K.Shrivastava was appointed as 
Presenting Officer. List of documents and list of witnesses 
was not supplied to workman. Workman was represented 
by Sheshmani Pannika. The enquiry was conducted in 
violation of principles of natural justice. Report of Enquiry 
Officer was not supplied to workman on 6-9-05, punishment 
of stoppage of 3 increments with cumulative effect was 
imposed against him. 

3. JMFC vide judgment dated 14-9-06 exonerated 
workman on merit for offence under Section 304 IPC. 
Workman submitted representations to review order of 
punishment dated 6-9-05. The Disciplinary Authority while 
imposing punishment did not consider his past record, the 
appeal was not considered observing that leniency was 
shown while imposing punishment. That the punishment 
was imposed on recommendations of higher authorities, 
Dy. Chief Personal Manager. Workman reiterates his service 
record was unblemished. Enquiry Report was not given to 
him. Enquiry is vitiated. The findings of Enquiry Officer are 
perverse. He was implicated in false case. His defence was 
not appreciated. On such grounds, workman prays that 
punishment is disproportionate. On such grounds, 
workman prays to quash the punishment order dated 
6-9-05 imposed on him. 

4. 2nd party management filed Written Statement 
opposing claim of workman. 2nd party submits that 
workman was employed as crane operator. On 29-1-2000, 
he was deployed at Crane No.l7C/2509Mounting Crane 
TMC. Workman was directed to attend work at CSD canteen 
to load material from Private Truck from outside. Helper 
Ramdhari Kushwaha assisted workman. He loaded crane 
at distance of 4 meter from Truck. The workman left crane 
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leaving key on crane itself. The crane was landing upto 
4.15 PM in same position. Shri Ramdhari Kushwaha climbed 
on the crane and reversed the crane without any indication. 
Shri Patiram Singh was working behind the truck. As train 
went reverse position hitting Patiram Singh General 
Mazdoor, he was crushed to death. Chargesheet was issued 
on 6-2-2000. Workman submitted his reply. DE was initiated 
as per order No.70. Shri N.B.Ram was appointed as Enquiry 
Officer, Shri P. Ghosh as Presenting Officer. Enquiry was 
conducted against workman, Defence counsel Sheshmani 
was allowed for his defence. 2nd party reiterates that the 
witnesses of management were cross-examined by co¬ 
worker. Workman did not adduce oral or documentary 
evidence in support of his defence. It is denied that enquiry 
was conducted in violation of principles of natural justice. 
That criminal case was constituted by State against 
workman, management had no role to play in the criminal 
case. Acquittal of workman in criminal case doenot absorb 
him from Disciplinary proceedings initiated against him. 
standard of proof in DE and criminal case are different. On 
such ground, 2nd party submits that reference be answered 
in its favour. 

5. On 26-9-14, Shri Pranay Choubey counsel for 
workman submitted that he doesnot want to adduce 
evidence on preliminary issue. Management also not 
adduced evidence on preliminary issue. Legality of enquiry 
was not challenged therefore the evidence was adduced 
on other issues. As legality of enquiry conducted against 
workman was not challenged, considering pleadings on 
record, the points which arise for my consideration and 
determination are as under. My findings are recorded 
against each of them for the reasons as below:- 

(i) Whether the charges alleged against InAffirmative 
workman are proved from evidence in 

Enquiry proceedings? 

(ii) Whether the action of the General InAffirmative 
Manager, Jayant Project of NCL in 

not revoking/annulling the punishment 
imposed on Shri Sitaram Pandey, Crane 
Operator, even after acquittal of charges 
from the Hon’ble Court of law is legal 
and proper? 

(iii) If not, what relief the workman is Workman is 

entitled to?” not entitled 

to any relief. 

REASONS 

6. The legality of enquiry conducted against workman 
was not challenged. Chargesheet was issued to workman 
produced at Exhibit M-l. The charges against workman 
pertains to deliberately avoiding the work entrusted to him. 
Committing any act of indiscipline causing loss to the 
company, causing damage to the property of company 
allowing vehicle or machinery of company to unauthorized 


person committing violation of standing orders. Exhibit 
M-2 is copy of application submitted by workman for 
withdrawal of charges Exhibit M-3,4,6 are memorandum of 
enquiry issued to workman. Exhibit M-7 is copy of Enquiry 
Proceedings, statements of management’s witness 
Ramsharan, B.K.Singh, I.S.Rao are clear that the crane was 
taken by workman to the Truck for unloading materials. 
Helper Ramdhari Kushwaha had taken the crane reverse 
while 1st party workman had come down from crane and 
was discussing about unloading material from Truck. When 
helper Ramdhari taken the crane reverse, it dashed to the 
truck crushing mazdoor Patiram Singh. Statement of 1st 
party workman is recorded at Page 26,27 of Enquiry 
Proceedings. Workman in his statement in Enquiry 
Proceedings says on 29-1-00 around 3.30 PM, he had 
received order for unloading material from truck standing 
near canteen. He reached to the place. The crane was taken 
towards rear side of truck. The crane was shoot up. He 
asked attendant Ramdhari to place blocking material to 
block the wheels of crane for safety purpose. He got down 
from the crane and was talking the matter about unloading 
material. Helper Ramdhari was at crane. He had driven the 
crane. Workman had rushed to crane and switched off. 
After getting down, he saw that Patiram Singh was found 
dead. Re-appreciation of evidence is not permissible. The 
evidence of management’s witness is clear that workman 
was crane driver. For unloading materials, crane was taken 
near to truck. The crane was driven reverse by Helper 
Ramdhari Kushwah. Workman had left the key at 
dashboard. Therefore helper Ramdhari Kushwah could 
drive the crane reverse back. The charge against workman 
includes that he left key of crane at dash board is supported 
by evidence in Enquiry Proceedings. The evidence is 
sufficient to prove the charges against workman. Therefore 
I record my finding in Point No. 1 in Affirmative. 

7. Point No.2- 1st party workman and management’s 
witness Kedar Nath filed affidavit of their evidence on 
other issues. The evidence of workman Sitaram in his 
affidavit is on the point that after switching off engine of 
crane, he parked near the truck, he came down the crane 
and instructed Shri Ramdhari Kushwah to bring blocking 
material to block the wheels of the crane so that it may not 
move and thereafter was discussing with the helper/ driver 
of the truck as to manner in which the unloading process 
would be carried. Shri Ramdhari without any instruction or 
prior permission started the crane and moved the crane 
due to which helper of truck died. In his cross-examination, 
workman says on 29-1 -06, he had taken vehicle near CHP 
Canteen. During enquiry proceeding, he has stated that 
Helper Ramdhari Kushwah has driven the crane. 
Management’s witness Kedar Nath filed affidavit of his 
evidence. He was not cross-examined by the counsel for 
workman. Management’s witness in his affidavit says 
workman was prosecuted by State Administration. His 
acquittal from criminal charges doesnot absorb the 
workman. 
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8. The order of punishment withholding 3 increments 
of workman Exhibit W-3 was passed on 6-9-05. The workman 
was acquitted in criminal case 99/02 as per judgment dated 
14-9-2006 subsequent to the punishment of withholding 3 
increments was imposed against him. 

9. Learned counsel for 1st party Shri Pranay Choubey 
did not brought to my notice any citation that the acquittal 
in criminal case subsequent to the punishment imposed 
after enquiry invalidates the order of punishment. 

10. Learned counsel for 2nd party Shri A.K.Shashi relies 
on ratio held in 

“Case of Corporation of Nagpur versus Ramchandra 
G.Modak reported in AIR-1984 SC-626. Their 
Lordship held merely because accused in acquitted, 
the power of authority concerned to continue 
departmental inquiry is not taken away.” 

The facts of present case are not comparable. The 
punishment was imposed much earlier to the acquittal of 
the workman in criminal case. 

Next reliance is placed in case of South Indian 
Cashew Lactories Workers Union versus Kerala State 
Cashew Development Corporation Ltd. and others 
reported in 2006(5 )SCC-201. Their Lordship held 
Section 11-A applicable only in case of dismissal or 
discharge of a workman. Said section gives ample 
power to the Labour Court to reappraise the evidence 
adduced in the enquiry and also sit in appeal over 
the decision of the employer in imposing punishment 
but that section is applicable only in case of dismissal 
of workman. 

The punishment of dismissal/discharge was not 
imposed against workman. Punishment of withholding 3 
increments was imposed against workman. Therefore the 
evidence cannot be re-appreciated. 

11. Copies of Award in R/117/97, R/3 8/90 are submitted 
by Shri A.K.Shashi.The facts and evidence in both cases 
are different. Both the cases pertains to the punishment of 
dismissal imposed against workman. 

12. I may also mention that the charge in criminal case 
prosecuted against workman was for offence under Section 
304-AIPC pertain to causing death by rash and negligent 
driving whereas charge in the enquiry conducted against 
him was leaving the key of crane in dash board 
unauthorisely allowing helper to drive crane causing death 
of the General Mazdoor Patiram Singh. The charge in criminal 
case and Departmental Enquiry were not identical therefore 
the acquittal of 1st party workman in criminal case doesnot 
relieve him from the charges alleged against him in Enquiry 
Proceedings. In view of ratio held in case 2006(5)SCC-201, 
the punishment of withholding 3 increments of workman 
cannot be said excessive. No interference is called for. 


13. Learned counsel for workman Shri Pranay Choubey 
submits that departmental Enquiry was conducted against 
Shri Ramdhari Kushwah and punishment of withholding 
one increment was imposed against him. The punishment 
of withholding 3 increments of workman is excessive and 
discriminatory. In view of ratio held in 2006(5)SCC-201, the 
interference in order of punishment is not justified. Lor 
above reasons, I record my finding in Point No.2 in 
Affirmative. 

14. In the result, award is passed as under:- 

(1) The action of the General Manager, Jayant Project of 
NCL in not revoking/ annulling the punishment 
imposed on Shri Sitaram Pandey, Crane Operator, even 
after acquittal of charges from the Hon’ble Court of 
law is legal and proper. 

(2) Workman is not entitled to any relief. 

R. B. PATLE, Presiding Officer 
M fRRR, 9 RUf, 2016 

RR.3R. 516—RTRffTOfRRTR 3#rfWT, 1947 ( 1947 RR 
14) RTR 17 SFjRRJl ^#4 ^ 

RRRRR RR5 fHdWf R>4 r>I<T ^ #R 3RJRR ^ 

3tklP|ch fRRTR t} ^#4 PFT RfRRRWTO 

'RIRIdd, RRRHJT RRTR (RR*f R. 105/2011) Rif RRRfRR 
wf t, Rf ^#4 TOR Rif 09/03/2016 RR RTRT fRT RT1 

[R. TR-22012/132/2011-RT^yrp (RfRR-II)] 

TTOR fRR, 3RJRTR 3#4R7Rf 

New Delhi, the 9th March, 2016 

S.O. 516. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 105/ 
2011) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, Jabalpur as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the management of SECL, 
Baikunthpur Area, PO-Baikunthpur, SECL, Jhilmili, Sub- 
Area of Baikunthpur Area and their workmen, received by 
the Central Government on 09/03/2016. 

[No. L-22012/132/2011-IR (CM-H)] 
RAJENDER SINGH, Section Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFOEETHE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 
JABALPUR 

NO. CGIT/LC/R/105/2011 

The President, 

Samyukta Koyla Mazdoor 
Sangh (AITUC) Union, 

Baikumthpur Area, PO Pandavpara, 

Distt. Korea, Chhattisgarh ...Workman/Union 
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Versus 

Chief General Manager, 

SECL, Baikunthur Area, 

PO Baikunthpur, Distt. Korea, 

Chhattisgarh 

Sub-Area Manager, SECL, 

Jhilmili Sub-Area of Baikunthpur Area, 

PO Pandavpara (Patna), 

Distt. Korea, Chhistgarh ...Management 

AWARD 

Passed on this 15th day of February, 2016 

1. As per letter dated 10-10-2011 by the Government of 
India, Ministry of Labour, New Delhi, the reference is 
received. The reference is made to this Tribunal under 
Section-10 of I.D. Act, 1947 as per Notification No. L-22012/ 
132/201 l-IR(CM-II). The dispute under reference relates 
to: 

“Whether the action of the management of the Chief 
General Manager, SECL, Baikunthpur Area and the 
Sub-Area Manager, Jhilmili Sub Area SECL, Distt. 
Korea (CG) in neither allowing to the workman in 
dipsute Shri Surendra Pratap Singh for his duty we.f. 
26-10-09 even after his application dated 26-10-09 
not making payment from 26-10-09 to 15-12-09 due to 
procedural delay of management was legal and 
justified? To what relief the workman concerned is 
entitled to and from which date?” 

2. After receiving reference, notices were issued to the 
parties. President of SKMS Union submitted statement of 
claim on behalf of 1st party workman on 29-11-2011. The 
case of 1st party is workman Shri Surendra Pratap Singh S/ 
o Shri Vishwanath working as Sr. Clerk, he was arrested on 
13-12-07 for offence under Section 302IPC. Son of workman 
namely Rakshendra Pratap given its intimation in writing 
to Sub-Area Manager. The intimation on phone was also 
given. On application of workman, he was granted Casual 
Leave for the period 15-12-07 to 22-12-07. Workman was 
paid salary for the period 14-12-07 to 22-12-07. Forpurpose 
of securing bail, workman had requested attendance 
register. The certificate was issued by management about 
the attendance during the period from 14-12-07 to 12-8-09. 
Workman was injudicial custody in sub-jail at Surajpur. On 
12-8-09, he was transferred to Central Jail, Ambikapur. On 
21-10-09, he was acquitted by Additional Session Judge, 
Suragpur. On 26-10-09, workman submitted application for 
joining duty. He was permitted to join duty from 16-12-09. 
After his arrest, workman was under detention for more 
than 48 hours. Clause 28.9 of standing order provides for 
immediate suspension and payment of subsistence 
allowance. Workman was absent from duty for about 22 
months. Management did not comly with clause 28.9 of 
standing order. He was not paid 50 % subsistence 
allowance. Workman submits that since he submitted 


application on 26-10-09, till he was allowed to join duty on 
16-12-09, he is entitled for full wages. The amount of 
Rs.47,355/- is claimed by workman. 

3. 2nd party filed Written Statement opposing claim of 
workman. 2nd party did not dispute that workman was 
working as Sr. Clerk Grade I in Jhilmili Sub Area. Workman 
was granted leave from 14-12-07 to 21-12-07. He did not 
report for duty. Chargesheet for unauthorized absence was 
issued to workman on 16-2-08. Workman submitted 
representation dated 1-10-08, 5-3-09, 25-5-09 & 4-9-09 
intimating management that he was injudicial custody for 
offence under Section 302/34 of IPC Criminal Case No. 54/ 
2007. After receiving his communication, management did 
not take any action on the chargesheet issued to workman. 
Workman submitted application to resume duty on 26-10-09. 
The certificate issued by jail authority was also submitted 
along with application in respect of period of detention 
form 14-12-07 to21-10-09. Copy of order passed in Criminal 
Case 65/08 by 1st Additional Session Judge, Surajpur, Distt. 
Surguja was produced. The workman alongwitihi other 
accused were prosecuted for offence under Section 302 
IPC. Workman was acquitted on 21-10-09. On receipt of 
representation by workman, it was forwarded to 
headquarter of the company for further advice on 4-11-09. 
Said notesheet was received by Headquarters after taking 
legal advice of company Headquarter. Headquarter 
informed area management vide order dated 7-12-09 
granting approval to permit the workman to resume duty. 
2nd party submits that 41 days time required for receiving 
approval from Headquarter allowing workman for resuming 
duty is bonafide. Workman is not entitled to monetary 
benefits claimed by him. 

4. Considering pleadings on record, the points which 
arise for my consideration and determination are as under. 
My findings are recorded against each of them for the 
reasons as below :- 

“(i) Whether the action of the manage- In Affirmative 

ment of the Chief General Manager, 

SECL, Baikunthpur Area and the 
Sub-Area Manager, Jhilmili Sub-Area 
SECL, Distt. Korea (CG) in neither 
allowing to the workman in dipsute 
Shri Surendra Pratap Singh for his 
duty we.f. 26-10-09 even after his 
application dated 26-10-09 not making 
payment from 26-10-09 to 15-12-09 due 
to procedural delay of management 
was legal and justified? 

(ii) If not, what relief the workman is Workman is 

entitled to?” not entitled to 

any relief. 

REASONS 

5. Term of reference pertains to non-payment of wages 
to workman for the period 26-10-09 to 15-12-09. 
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6. Workman filed affidavit of his evidence supporting 
contentions in statement of claim. That after his arrest, 
workman was granted leave for the period from 14-12-07 to 
21-12-07. Workman was paid wages for the said period. He 
was not paid wages since 22-12-07. On his request, 
attendance certificate was issued by 2nd party. Intimation 
about his detention in jail was given to management on 
various dates. After his acquittal on 21-10-09, workman 
submitted application for joining duty on 26-10-09. He was 
allowed tojoin duty on 16-12-09. He claims wages for the 
period 26-10-09 to 15-12-09. Documents are produced at 
Exhibit W-1 to W-23.1 will deal with documentary evidence 
at later part. In his cross-examination, workman says in 
criminal case, charges of burning his daughter in law by 
pouring kerosene were alleged against him. Charge was 
found false and workman was released from jail. On 
26-10-09, he had submitted application for resuming duty. 
The application was submitted to inward clerk . On 
16-12-09, he joined duty. 

7. Management’s witness ShriS.K.Mallik filed affidavit 
of evidence supporting contentions in statement of claim. 
The arrest and detention of workman in jail in criminal case 
for offence under 302 IPC is not disputed. Management’s 
witness was not cross-examined. Several documents are 
produced by management. Parties are not in dispute about 
workman submitting application for joining duty on 
25-10-09 and he was allowed tojoin duty on 16-12-09. 

8. The documents produced by management Exhibit 
M-9 is chargesheet issued for unauthorized absence. 
Exhibit M-1 to 4 are applications submitted by workman on 
10-10-08,5-3-09,25-5-09,4-9-09 about his detention in jail 
and his inability to report on duty. Exhibit M-5 is application 
dated 26-10-09 M-6 is attendance certificate issued by Jail 
authorities. Exhibit M-6 is copy of judgment. Exhibit M-10 
is copy of note sheet submitted to headquarter for allowing 
workman tojoin duty. Workman was allowed tojoin duty 
as per Exhibit M-l. Exhibit M-8 is order dated 15-12-09 
allowing workman to resume duty. Exhibit W-18 is copy of 
voting card issued by Election Commission. The documents 
Exhibit W-2 to W-8 have no direct relevance to the point in 
controversy between parties. Workman has produced copy 
of judgment in Case No. 65/08 at Exhibit W-9. The 
application for resuming duty is produced at Exhibit W-10. 
Similar set of documents are produced by workman at Exhibit 
W-ll toW-17. 

9. The substance of the evidence adduced by both 
parties is that workman submitted application for resuming 
duty on 25-10-09,he was allowed to join duty on 16-12-09. 
The question is whether workman is entitled to claim wages 
for intervening period. The evidence is clear that 
application received from workman was forwarded to 
headquarter for guidance and headquarter had allowed 
workman to resume duty as per order dated 15-12-09. 
Whether time required for allowing application of workman 


is unreasonable and workman should be paid wages for 
the intervening period. Whether the period required for 
taking decision by the management of 2nd party and its 
headquarter is unreasonable , whether workman is entitled 
to claim wages. The meaning of reasonable given in Oxford 
Dictionary is fair, practical and sensible, acceptable and 
appropriate in particular situation. The evidence is clear 
that workman was arrested for offence under Section 302 
IPC on 13-12-07. He was acquitted by 1st Additional 
Session Judge on 15-12-09. The application for resuming 
duty was given by workman on 26-10-09. After the 
application was forwarded to head office, the request of 
applicant was allowed on 15-12-09. Workman joined duty 
on 16-12-09 if the above circumstances are considered, 
time required for taking decision after advice from 
headquarter cannot be said unfair and unreasonable. No 
evidence is brought on record about unreasonable delay 
for taking decision by the management of 2nd party therefore 
claim of 1st party workman for wages for the period in 
question cannot be accepted. 

10. I may quote ratio held by ShriA.K.shashi in case 
between Management of Reserve Bank of India versus 
Shri Bhopal Singh Panchal reported in 1994-I-LLJ-642. The 
ratio in the case pertains to period of suspension pending 
criminal proceeding. The Competent Authority has to take 
into consideration circumstances of each case to decide as 
to how period of suspension has to be treated. The ratio 
has no bearing to the controversy between parties in 
present case. Workman was not suspended. There was no 
question of treating suspension period of 1st party workman 
rather workman is claiming recovery of wages for the period 
be submitted application for resuming duty on 25-10-09 till 
he was allowed tojoin duty on 16-12-09. For above reasons, 
I record my finding in Point No. 1 in Affirmative. 

11. In the result, award is passed as under:- 

(1) The action of the management is proper and legal. 

(2) Workman is not entitled to any relief. 

R. B. PATLE, Presiding Officer 
M fe#, 9 REf, 2016 

cFT.StT. 517.—3lWlPl4> f44T4 srfirfWT, 1947 (1947 
44 14) 4^4171 17 ^ 4^#4 TOR W, 

44444 ^ 7T47J fH4M44 afk 44^ 4)444/1 ^ #4 3PJ44 T{ 
3lWlPl4> f44T4 4 ^#4 7E447 3)WlPl4> 3^44444/44 
-4I4M4, ^ W (tM 71. 106/2011) 44 Mlfef 

44 ral i 717447 44 09/03/2016 44 wtt fsn 411 

[71. 414-22012/130/2011-31^3117 (TfajT-II)] 
7Dp4 fW, SPjqFT -3lf444ll 
New Delhi, the 9th March, 2016 

S.O. 517. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
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Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 106/ 
2011) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, Jabalpur as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the management of SECL, 
Baikunthpur Area, PO-Baikunthpur, SECL, Jhilmili, Sub- 
Area of Baikunthpur Area and their workmen, received by 
the Central Government on 09/03/2016. 

[No. L-22012/130/2011-IR (CM-H)] 
RAJENDER SINGH, Section Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORETHE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
ESDUSTRIALTRffiUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 
JABALPUR 

NO. CGIT/LC/R/106/2011 

The President, 

Samyukta Koyla Mazdoor 
Sangh (AITUC) Union, 

Baikumthpur Area, PO Pandavpara, 

Distt. Korea, Chhattisgarh ...Workman/Union 

Versus 

Chief General Manager, 

SECL, Baikunthpur Area, 

PO Baikunthpur, Distt. Korea, 

Chhattisgarh 

Sub-Area Manager, SECL, 

Jhilmili Sub-Area of Baikunthpur Area, 

PO Pandavpara (Patna), 

Distt. Korea, Chhistgarh ...Management 

AWARD 

Passed on this 15th day of February, 2016 

1. As per letter dated 10-10-2011 by the Government of 
India, Ministry of Labour, New Delhi, the reference is 
received. The reference is made to this Tribunal under 
Section-lOofl.D.Act, 1947 as per Notification No.L-22012/ 
130/201 l-IR(CM-II). The dispute under reference relates 
to: 

"Whether the action of the management of the Chief 
General Manager, SECL, Baikunthpur Area and the 
Sub Area Manager, Jhilmili Sub Area SECL, Distt. 
Korea (CG) in non-payment of suspension allowances 
to Shri Surendra Pratap Singh Sr. Clerk Grade I (SLU) 
during the period of his judicial custody from 
23-12-07 to 21-10-09 without suspension was legal 
and justified? To what relief the workman concerned 
is entitled to and from which date?” 

2. After receiving reference, notices were issued to the 
parties. President of SKMS Union submitted statement of 
claim on behalf of 1st party workman on 29-11-2011. The 
case of 1st party is workman Shri Surendra Pratap Singh 
S/o ShriVishwanath working as Sr. Clerk, he was arrested 


on 13-12-07 for offence under Section 302 IPC. Son of 
workman namely Rakshendra Pratap given its intimation in 
writing to Sub-Area Manager. On application of workman, 
he was granted Casual Leave for the period 15-12-07 to 22- 
12-07. Though workman had applied for Leiu leave, 
workman was paid salary for the period 14-12-07 to 22-12- 
07. Workman was injudicial custody till his acquittal on 21- 
10-09. Workman was released from jail after his acquittal. 
He submitted application for joining duty on 11-1-10. He 
had also submitted application for payment of subsistence 
allowance as per Clause 28.9 of the standing order for 
recovery under Section 33(C)(2). The amount was not paid. 
Workman reiterates that he is entitled to 50 % subsistence 
allowance as per clause 28.9 of the standing order applicable 
to the 2nd party. Workman was injudicial custody after his 
arrest for offence under Section 302 IPC. Workman was 
allowed to join duty on 15-12-09. He claims subsistence 
allowance for the period 23-12-07 to 21-10-09 as per clause 
28.9 of the standing order. 

3. 2nd party filed Written Statement opposing claim of 
workman. 2nd party did not dispute that workman was 
working as Sr. Clerk Grade I in Jhilmili Sub Area. Workman 
was granted leave from 14-12-07 to 21-12-07. He did not 
report for duty. Any information was not received from his 
side. He was unauthorisely absent without intimation or 
sanctioned leave. In the circumstances, management had 
no option but to issue chargesheet dated 16-2-08 for 
unauthorized absence. Workman submitted representation 
dated 1-10-08, 5-3-09, 25-5-09 & 4-9-09 intimating 
management, he was injudicial custody for offence under 
Section 302/34 of IPC Criminal Case No. 54/2007. After 
receiving his communication, management did not take any 
action on the charge sheet issued to workman, that 
workman did not inform management about his arrest in 
judicial custody till receipt of charge sheet issued to him 
for unauthorized absence. Workman submitted application 
to resume duty on 26-10-09. The certificate issued by jail 
authority was also submitted along with application in 
respect of period of detention from 14-12-07 to 21-10-09. 
Copy of order passed in Criminal Case 65/08 by 1st 
Additional Session Judge, Surajpur, Distt. Surguja was 
produced. The workman was tried by State of Chhattisgarh 
on charges that Shri Premkumar, S/o Shri Surendra Pratap 
Singh was carried with Rambai about 12 years back from 
date of incident. On 3-11-07, Rambai W/o Premkumar and 
daughter in law demanded dowry of Rs. One Lakh from the 
parents of daughter in law. Pouring kerosene in her daughter 
in law was set on fire. Daughter in law was admitted in 
Holly Cross Hospital where she was dead. After receiving 
representation of workman for joining duty, application 
was forwarded to Headquarter of the company at Bilaspur 
for further advice on 4-11 -09. Said notesheet was received 
by Headquarters after taking legal advice of company 
Headquarter. Headquarter informed area management vide 
order dated 7-12-09 granting approval to permit the 
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workman to resume duty. 2nd party submits that workman 
was not suspended by management. He was detained after 
his arrest. Workman was injudicial custody. Management 
has no role with his arrest or detention. Workman was not 
suspended by management. Workman is not entitled to 
suspension allowance. The delay of 41 days granting 
approval to resume duty to workman is bonafide. On such 
ground, 2nd party prays for rejection of claim. 

4. Considering pleadings on record, the points which 
arise for my consideration and determination are as under. 
My findings are recorded against each of them for the 
reasons as below 

(i) Whether the action of the manage¬ 
ment of the Chief general Manager, 

SECL, Baikunthpur Area and the 
Sub Area Manager, Jhilmili Sub 
Area SECL, Distt. Korea (CG) in 
non-payment of suspension 
allowances to Shri Surendra 
Pratap Singh Sr. Clerk Grade I 
(SLU) during the period of his 
judicial custody from 23-12-07 to 
21-10-09 without suspension was 
legal and justified? 

(ii) If not, what relief the workman is 
entitled to?” 

REASONS 

5. Term of reference pertains to denial of suspension 
allowance to the workman for the period 23-12-07 to 21 -10-09 
as per Clause 28.9 of the standing order. The documents 
produced by management Exhibit M-1 to M-11 are admitted. 
Documents pertains to Exhibit M-9 is chargesheet. No 
action was taken on chargesheet issued to workman for 
unauthorized absence. Exhibit M-1 is application submitted 
by workman for joining duty. Exhibit M-2 is application 
dated 5-3-09 requesting management to allow workman to 
join duty. Exhibit M-3 is application dated 25-5-09. Exhibit 
M-4 is application dated 4-9-09. Workman had informed 
management about his inability to join duty. Exhibit M-5 is 
application dated 26-10-03 requesting management to allow 
him to join duty. Exhibit M-6 is certificate issued by Jain 
authorities about detention of workman in jail. Workman 
was released from jail after his acquittal in criminal case. 
Exhibit M-7 is copy of judgment in Criminal case No. 65/08. 
Exhibit M-10 is notesheet whereby workman was permitted 
to join duty. Exhibit M-ll is letter sent by management 
along with notesheet allowing workman to join duty. Exhibit 
M-8 is order allowing workman to join duty. Workman has 
also produced similar documents at Exhibit W-10,11,12,13 
& 14. As per Exhibit W-15, workman had submitted 
application for recovery of money due from employer. The 
documents Exhibit W-16,17 are the application submitted 
claiming amount due to recovery from the management. 


6. Workman filed affidavit of his evidence supporting 
contentions in statement of claim. That after his arrest, 
workman was granted leave for the period from 14-12-07 to 
21-12-07. Workman was paid wages for the said period. He 
was not paid wages since 22-12-07. Workman was detained 
in jail for offence under Section 302 read with 34 IPC 
during the period 14-12-07 to 21-10-09. He claims to be 
entitled for subsistence allowance. From his evidence in 
chief, documents Exhibit W-18 to W-23 are admitted in 
evidence. In his cross-examination, workman says in 
criminal case, charges of burning his daughter in law by 
pouring kerosene were alleged against him. Charge was 
found false and workman was released from jail on 26-10-09. 
The copy of attendance register produced by him are not 
bearing signature of the authorities. Workman submits 
that chargesheet Exhibit M-9 was not received by him. 

7. Management’s witness ShriS.K.Mallik filed affidavit 
of evidence supporting contentions in statement of claim. 
The arrest and detention of workman in jail in criminal case 
for offence under 302 IPC is not disputed. Management’s 
witness in his cross says on 16-2-08, chargesheet was 
issued to workman but any action was not taken against 
him as workman was prosecuted in criminal case. After 
judgment in criminal case, workman was allowed to resume 
duty. The service conditions of workman are covered by 
certified standing orders. 

8. The dispute between parties pertains to recovery of 
subsistence allowance as per clause 28.9 of standing order. 
It is dispute between parties whether the workman is 
entitled to subsistence allowance as per clause 28.9 of 
certified standing order. Clause 28.9 of certified standing 
order provides- 

“not withstanding the provisions contained in the 
standing orders as above, the management reserves 
right to suspend a workman being prosecuted in a 
court of law for any grave criminal offence involving 
moral turpitude of murder until the disposal of the 
trial. The workman concerned shall be entitled to 
50 % of wages as subsistence allowance. In case the 
above workmen is finally acquitted, he would be paid 
full wages for the period of suspension.” 

The pleadings and evidence of 1st party are silent 
that the workman was suspended after he was acquitted in 
criminal case. Clause 28.9 provides that the management 
reserve right to suspend the workman being prosecuted in 
court for criminal act involving moral turpitude. Said right 
was not exercised by management. Workman was not 
suspended. When workman was not suspended and he 
was allowed to resume duty after his acquittal in criminal 
court, the claim of workman for subsistence allowance 
under Clause 28.9 of standing order cannot be accepted. 

9. Learned counsel for 1st party Shri R.C.Shrivastav 
submits that clause 28.9 of the standing order gives right 
to suspend workman on his prosecution in criminal court 


In Affirmative 


Workman is 
not entitled to 
any relief. 
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for the offence involving moral turpitude, murder etc. it 
was obligatory for management to suspend workman. The 
workman is deemed to have been suspended and therefore 
workman be entitled to subsistence allowance as per clause 
28.9 of standing order. In support of above argument, 
reliance is placed in 

Case of Prakash Kumar Sahu versus Union of India 
and others reported in 2012(2)MPLI-347. Ratio held 
by their Lordship is on the point suspension of 
Government Servant on ground of arrest in criminal 
case. There is no break in service, a non duty period 
cannot be excluded from counting the said period of 
suspension for the purpose of pension. Decision of 
the Competent Authority for not treating the period 
of suspension having condoned the break in service 
being patently erroneous cannot be given approval. 

The ratio held in the case doesnot cover the 
controversy between parties as workman was not 
suspended, no question of revocation of suspension order 
is involved. Workman is claiming suspension allowance. 
Above clause in standing order gives power to the 
management for suspending employee involved in criminal 
case of moral turpitude etc. workman cannot be deemed 
suspended. Clause 28.9 is silent about the deeming 
suspension. The argument advanced by Shri R.C. 
Shrivastava for workman cannot be accepted. For above 
reasons, I record my finding in Point No. 1 in Affirmative. 

10. In the result, award is passed as under:- 

(1) The action of the management of the management in 
non-payment of suspension allowances to 
Shri Surendra Pratap Singh Sr. Clerk Grade I (SLU) 
during the period of his judicial custody from 23-12-07 
to 21-10-09 without suspension is proper and legal. 

(2) Workman is not entitled to any relief. 

R. B. PATLE, Presiding Officer 
9 RUf, 2016 

W.OT. 518.— 3lWlP|ck fRRTR 1947 (1947 R4 

14) R7t RTR 17 R' SFpPGT R ^#4 WR W, 

RRRclR R RR5 fRRtRRf 3Tk RRR RijRTR R 3RJRR R 
RtefrfRRT fRcflR R RRRR 3tWlP|cb RfRRRR/RR 

^RTRIRTR, RRRTJt R RRTR (RRtf R. 133/1995) RT wfRR 
RRRl t RT RTRR RT 09/03/2016 RT RTRT |[3TT RT| 

[R. tIR-22012/185/1994-ai^aiR (rT-II)] 
RR^ fW, 3TJRTR 3#JRET 
New Delhi, the 9th March, 2016 

S.O. 518. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 133/ 
1995) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 


Labour Court, Jabalpur as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the management of WCL, 
Baikunthpur Area, PO-Baikunthpur, SECL and their 
workmen, received by the Central Government on 09/03/ 
2016. 


[No. L-22012/185/1994-IR (C-II)] 
RAJENDER SINGH, Section Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORETHE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 
JABALPUR 

NO. CGIT/LC/R/133/95 

Smt.Saira Banoo, wife, 

SameerAli & Javeed Ali- sons & 

Ammena Banoo, daughter- LRs of 

Shri Skakir Ali, Pumper, Chandametta Colliery, 

Eagle Radios, Main Road, 

Chandametta, Post Parasia, 

Distt. Chhindwara ...Workman/LRs 

Versus 

Manager, WCL, 

Chandametta colliery, 

Post Chandametta, 

Chhindwara (MP) ...Management 

AWARD 

Passed on this 12th day of February 2016 

1. As per letter dated 12-7-95 by the Government of 
India, Ministry of Labour, New Delhi, the reference is 
received. The reference is made to this Tribunal under 
Section-lOofl.D.Act, 1947 as per Notification No.L-22012/ 
185/94-IR(C-II). The dispute under reference relates to: 

"Whether the action of the Manager, Chandametta 
Colliery of WCLtd., Pench area, PO Chandametta, 
Distt. Chhindwara (MP) in terminating the services 
of Shri Shakir Ali, S/o Ahmad Khan, Pump Khalasi, 
Chandametta Colliery vide his order dated 10-5-82 is 
justified? If not, to what relief the workman is entitled 
to?” 

2. After receiving reference, notices were issued to the 
parties. 1st party workman submitted statement of claim at 
Page 4/1 to 4/2. Workman died during pendency of 
reference. His LRs are brought on record, case of deceased 
workman was that he was working from 1972 at Chandametta 
colliery. He was working with devotion. For some reasons, 
he was absent from duty from 20-3-82. On 10-5-82, his 
services were terminated as per clause 19 of standing orders. 
His services were terminated without chargesheet on 
enquiry in violation of principles of natural justice. Workman 
repeatedly requested for allowing him on duty was not 
considered. On such contentions, workman submits that 
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order of his termination is illegal. He prays for reinstatement 
withbackwages. 

3. Management of 2nd party submitted preliminary 
objection at Page 5/1 to 5/2 submitting that workman was 
terminated on 10-5-82. The dispute was raised submitting 
application before ALC on 9-6-92. The Government has 
referred dispute vide order dated 12-7-95 is not tenable. 
The statement of claim signed by Shri P.K.Bannerjee has 
no locus standi is also not tenable. 

4. Detailed Written Statement is filed at Page 6/1 to 6/3. 
2nd party submits that deceased workman Shakir Ali was 
permanent employee of Chandametta colliery as Pump 
Khalasi. He was absent from duty without permission from 
20-3-82. His services were terminated as per clause 19 of 
certified standing orders on 10-5-82 for his absence more 
than 30 days. The dispute is raised after lapse of more than 
13 years is not tenable. It is reiterated that when workman 
was unauthorisely absent, his services were terminated as 
per clause 19 of standing orders. 2nd party contends that if 
Tribunal hold that enquiry is necessary, management be 
sought permission to lead evidence about unauthorized 
absence of workman. The action of management is legal 
and proper. 

5. Workman filed rejoinder at Page 8/2 to 8/3 reiterating 
his contentions in statement of claim. 

6. After amendment impleading LRs of deceased 
workman by 1st party, additional Written Statement is filed 
by management reiterating that dispute raised after 13 years 
is not tenable. 

7. Considering pleadings on record, the points which 
arise for my consideration and determination are as under. 
My findings are recorded against each of them for the 
reasons as below :- 


workman filed affidavit of evidence. Affidavit of Shri Saira 
Bano was not pressed. Sameer Ali in his cross-examination 
claims ignorance about the service of his deceased father. 
Shri Javed son of deceased workman in his affidavit of 
evidence says his father was repeatedly working with 2nd 
party from 1972. Because of illness, he did not attend duty. 
Intimation about his illness was given to the management, 
his father was terminated without notice. Retrenchment 
compensation was not paid. In his cross-examination, Shri 
Javed says affidavit of his evidence is filed as per the 
information he received from his father when he attained 
18 years of age. He had not seen any documents of service 
of his father. When his father was in service of WCL, all 
family members were receiving treatment in company 
hospital. His father was working in pench area of WCL. 
Burkui hospital is at 3kms distance from pench area. Medical 
facility is available in said hospital. He was unable to tell in 
1982 period of his father attending duties and absence 
from duty. 

9. Management filed affidavit of evidence of Personal 
Manager Abdul Hakim but he did not appear for his cross- 
examination. Management did not examine any witness to 
substantiate its contentions as workman was proceeded 
exparte. Termination order of workman is not produced. As 
per ordersheet dated 27-5-08, right of workman to adduce 
evidence was closed. In his statement of claim, workman 
has contented for some reasons he was absent from 
27-3-82. His services were terminated as per order dated 
10-5-82 as per clause 19 of standing orders therefore non 
production of order of termination of service of workman 
cannot be said vital. Copy of standing order is produced 
on record. Clause 19 of standing order provides- if workman 
remains absent for more than 30 days without giving 
intimation, his services would automatically stand 
terminated. 


(i) Whether the action of the Manager, In Affirmative 

Chandametta Colliery of WCLtd., 

Pench area, PO Chandametta, Distt. 

Chhindwara (MP) in terminating the 
services of Shri Shakir Ali, S/o Ahmad 
Khan, Pump Khalasi, Chandametta 
Colliery vide his order dated 10-5-82 
is justified? 


(ii) If not, what relief the workman is Workman/LRs 
entitled to?” are not entitled 

to any relief. 


REASONS 


8. The term of reference pertains to legality of the order 
of termination of service of deceased workman, workman 
filed affidavit of his evidence, he was not cross-examined. 
Workman died during pendency of reference proceeding. 
His LRs are brought on record. Smt. Saira Bano, wife of 
deceased Shakir Ali and Sameer Ali son of deceased 


10. Learned counsel for workman Shri R.K.Soni submits 
that clause 18 of standing order provides about the 
misconduct. Clause 18(d) of the standing order pertain to 
unauthorized absence of workman as misconduct. Shri 
R.K.Soni emphasized that case of deceased workman is 
covered under Clause 18(b) of standing order. His services 
were terminated without notice therefore order of 
termination is illegal. If clause 18 & 19 of the standing 
orders are carefully considered, clause 19 of standing order 
deals with absence of the employee without intimation to 
the management for period more than 30 days when services 
of workman are automatically terminated. The standing order 
are not challenged before Competent Authorities therefore 
standing orders are binding on deceased workman, the 
unauthorized absence covered under Clause 18 appears 
different from the absence more than 30 days without 
intimation to the management covered under Clause 19 of 
standing orders. Therefore the action of the management 
cannot be said illegal. 
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11. Besides above, Shri A.K.Shashi for management 
submit that services of workman were terminated as per 
clause 19 of the standing order on 10-5-82, the dispute was 
raised before ALC in 1992 and reference is made in 1995 
after 13 years. The reference is not tenable. In support of 
his argument, Shri A.K.Shashi relies on ratio held in 

Case of Assistant Executive Engineer, Karnataka 
versus Shivalinga reported in 2002-I-LLJ-457. Their 
Lordship dealing with delay and latches- delay of 
more than 9 years in approaching Labour Officer held 
in cases of serious dispute as to relationship of 
employer and employee, records of employer being 
relevant would come a way of maintenance of same 
situation of such nature renders claim stale. 

In case between Indian Iron and Steel Co.Ltd versus 
Prahlad Singh reported in 2001(l)SCC-424. Their 
Lordship dealing with the dispute raised after 13 
years of termination of service, no reasonable 
explanation given for such delay, it was held that 
Industrial Tribunal rightly refused to grant any relief. 

In present case, as per pleading in Written Statement, 
the dispute was raised before ALC in 1992 after lapse of 10 
years the delay is not explained. The dispute raised by 
workman is rendered stale. 

12. Shri A.K.Shashi further relies on ratio held in 

Case between New India Assurance Company Ltd. 
versus Vipin Beharilal Srivastava reported in 
2008(3)SCC-446. Their Lordship held proper mode 
for obtaining sick leave, sick leave can be granted 
only on production of Medical Certificate from 
Registered Medical Practitioner. 

1st party has not adduced evidence about deceased 
workman given intimation about his absence to the 
management. Any medical certificate is not produced 
therefore action of management cannot be said illegal. For 
above reasons, I record my finding in Point No.l in 
Affirmative. 

13. In the result, award is passed as under:- 

(1) The action of the Manager, Chandametta Colliery of 
WCLtd., Pencil area, PO Chandametta, Distt. 
Chhindwara (MP) in terminating the services of Shri 
Shakir Ali, S/o Ahmad Khan, Pump Khalasi, 
Chandametta Colliery vide his order dated 10-5-82 is 
proper and legal. 

(2) Workman/LRs are not entitled to any relief. 

R. B. PATLE, Presiding Officer 
M f^UT, 9 Rt4, 2016 

W.3IT. 519.— 3lWlPlR fRRIR RfqfWT, 1947 ( 1947 RTT 
14) rt[ R1R 17 ^ R ^#4 RER1E R“ 

RRRR4 RT ER^ fH4MR! RRR <*>4 rkT Rt 3RJRR R 


RtertfERT fRRIR R c^tR EERTR RWiPiR RfRRRR/RR 
-RWIdd, RRETJT ^ RR1R (RR4 R. 252/1999) R/T wfRR 
RRRl | Rf iRTRtR RERE R7T 09/03/2016 RE RFR |[3TT RT| 

[R - . TRf-22012/370/1998-aiTfaiR (RlTR-II)] 

EEpR fRR, 3RJRTE 3#EFEl 

New Delhi, the 9th March, 2016 

S.O. 519. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 252/ 
1999) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, Jabalpur as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the management of SECL, and 
their workmen, received by the Central Government on 
09/03/2016. 

[No. L-22012/370/1998-IR (CM-II)] 
RAJENDER SINGH, Section Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFOKETHE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 
JABALPUR 

NO. CGIT/LC/R/252/99 

Secretary, 

Bhartiya Koyla Khadan Mazdoor Sangh (BMS), 

C/o SECL Hqrs, Seepat Road, 

Bilaspur(MP) ...Workman/Union 

Versus 

Chairman cum Managing Director, 

SECL Hqrs., Seepat Road, 

Bilaspur(MP) ...Management 

AWARD 

Passed on this 5th day of February, 2016 

1. As per letter dated 23-6/9-7-99 by the Government of 
India, Ministry of Labour, New Delhi, the reference is 
received. The reference is made to this Tribunal under 
Section-lOofl.D.Act, 1947 as per Notification No.L-22012/ 
370/98/IR(CM-II). The dispute under reference relates to: 

“Whether the action of the management of SECL in 
reducing the annual leave of Security Guards from 
18 days in a year to 8 days in a year from 1994 is 
justified? If not, to what relief is the concerned 
employees are entitled?” 

2. After receiving reference, notices were issued to the 
parties. 1st party Union submitted statement of claim at 
Page 8/1 to 8/2. Case of 1st party Union is that all monthly 
rated employees posted in SECL Hqr. Bilaspur including 
security personnel/ Security Guard were enjoying 18 days 
holidays in a calendar year right from the formation of SECL 
from the year 1986 till 1993. In the year 1994, management 
of SECL Hqr. Bilaspur issued office order dated 28-4-94 
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bifurcating the monthly rated employees in 2 groups on 
their duty hours (1) whose working hours is 6 Vi hours and 
(2) employees whose duty hours was 8 hours day. 
Employees with duty hours of 6 Vi hours were entitled to 
get 18 holidays and those whose duty hours was 8 hours 
a day were put to disadvantageous condition by reducing 
their holidays from 18 to 8 in a calendar year. By issuance 
of above said order, the service conditions of 68 security 
Personnel were affected. That after issuance of the aforesaid 
order dated 28-4-94, the management denied the Security 
Personnel to enjoy 18 days holidays from 1994. Union tried 
to convince management but was of no use. Secondly the 
dispute has been raised. 

3. 1st party Union further submits that the management 
of SECL by issuing the order affecting change in service 
conditions not consulted the workman or Union under IR 
system. No notice of change under section 9-A of ID Act 
was issued as the Leave with wages and holidays comes 
under service condition as laid down in Schedule IV of ID 
Act, 1947. It is alleged that the management adopted pick 
and choose method. SECL Hqr. review their decision in 
similar case like Security Personnel and re-extended 18 
holidays facility to a group of employees like Telephone 
Operators whose duty hours is also 8 hours like Security 
Personnel. On such ground, the Union prays that facility 
of 18 holidays be restored and triple wages of 10 days 
holidays be paid with 18 % interest. 

4. 2nd party management filed Written Statement at 
Page 13/1 to 13/12 opposing claim of Union. 2nd party 
submits that coal mines were owned by Private owners. 
All the Coal Mines were nationalized as per the Coal Mines 
Act 1972 to ensure the rational co-ordinated and scientific 
development and utilization of the coal resources. In order 
that the ownership and control of such resources are vested 
in the State and thereby so distributed as best to subserve 
the common good. The Union of India took under its control 
the regulation and development of coal mines for the 
purpose of general superintendence, direction, control and 
management of the affairs and business of a coalmine. For 
proper administration and operation of the mines, different 
companies and subsidiary companies were established. 
The service condition of such employees were different. 
The Government had constituted Central Wage Board for 
Coal Industry. Both the workman and the management 
appeared before the Wage Board and after examining cases 
of both parties, the Wage Board submitted its 
recommendations fixing service conditions of employees 
and wages. The recommendations of wage board were 
accepted by Central Government. The wage scale were 
fixed taking into consideration of 8 hours working days. 
Wages were not fixed for 6 Vi hours working per day. That 
NCDC is public sector company and Government colliery 
followed Central Govt. Pay Scale and working pattern which 
resulted in following Central Govt, pattern of working hours 
and holidays. 


5. It is further contented that due to some 
misunderstanding, ignorance or oversight in some collieries 
of NCDC, a wrong working hours of clerical staff were 
adopted as 6 Vi hours and holidays were given on 
Government pattern. It was stopped after nationalization 
of mines. That thousands of workers who were working 8 
hours a day and having 8 holidays protested against the 
illegal benefit given for few selected workers. It was 
necessary to have common working hours, service 
conditions, pay scales, working in the same industry. Any 
discrimination is impermissible under industrial 
jurisprudence and service law. That uniform policy was 
also allowed under the Factories Act, Mines Act, Shop and 
Establishment Act etc. The management was trying to 
correct the imbalance advantage enjoyed by few persons. 
The employees in dispute are covered by provisions of 
Mines Act. 

6. The service conditions of employees working in coal 
industry are covered by NCWA executed time to time. For 
implementation of provisions of NCWA, there is committee 
known as JBCCI. Said Committee used to have equal 
strength of members from various recognized Central Trade 
Unions as well as management. Joint Consultation 
Committee meeting held at corporate level on 3-6-88,2-9-88. 
Representatives of 3 Central Unions were present. The 
representative of those Unions considering the stand of 
management found that the provisions of Mines Act 
doesnot require notice of change under Section 9-A of ID 
Act. If demand of Union is admitted, lacks of workers will 
come up with similar demand. It may be difficult to resist 
such claim. It created total unrest in the industry. In SECL, 
there were 95 mines comprising 12 Areas and sub areas in 
each mine. Security Personnel were deployed to ensure 
safety and security of the company property. Security 
Personnel are liable for transfer to the collieries and other 
establishments. In every colliery, only 8 paid holidays are 
allowed . The Security Personnel in the Corporate office 
who were by mistake allowed 18 paid holidays . In order to 
avoid such situation, management taken appropriate action. 

7. 2nd party also refers to clauses under NCWA-I of 
1974, NCWA-II of 1979, NCWA-III of 1983, NCWA-IV of 
1989, NCWA-V of 1991. The existing holidays were 
continued at present. 2nd party has referred to ratio held 
in various cases and reiterates that it was not necessary to 
change notice under Section 9A. The Security Personnel 
are enjoying 8 paid holidays from 1984. Section 9-A of ID 
Act is also attracted. It is also submitted that the services 
of staff are covered by Clause 11 of the standing orders. 
The NCDC practice has become defunct after 
nationalization of the coal mines. The wage Board has 
recommended 8 paid holidays was accepted by 
government. The facility of Gazetted Holidays cannot be 
claimed as a matter of right by employees. 

8. Considering pleadings on record, the points which 
arise for my consideration and determination are as under. 
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My findings are recorded against each of them for the 
reasons as below:- 

(i) Whether the action of the manage- In Affirmative 

ment of SECL in reducing the annual 

leave of Security Guards from 18 days 
in a year to 8 days in a year from 1994 
is justified? 

(ii) If not, to what relief the workman is Workmen are 

entitled to?” not entitled to 

any relief. 

REASONS 

9. Point No.l- The terms of reference pertains to 
reduction of annual leave from 18 to 8 from 1994 by 
management of SECL. The Union has filed affidavit of Shri 
M.P.Jangde supporting claim of workman that the dispute 
pertains to 18 paid holidays/ National holidays, festival to 
Security Guards reduced to 8 paid holidays in 1994. In the 
year 1984, details of 18 paid holidays are given, the details 
of office orders of 20-12-89, 1-1-91, 24-12-91, 15-12-92, 
31 -12-93 are submitted alongwith affidavit. The order dated 
20-4-94 issued by the management reducing paid holidays 
to 8 is produced. In his cross-examination, the witness of 
Union Shri Jangde says that the dispute pertains to 68 
persons working in security department. All those persons 
were members of Union. At the time of his evidence, 15 
employees were members of Union. The employees 
connected with Union are working with Security Guard, 
some of them as security sub inspectors. The witness was 
unable to tell in 1994 on which post the employees 
connected with dispute were working. Witness was unable 
to tell the employees in telephone departmental monthly 
rated employees, paid leave were reduced to 8. The working 
hours of Security employees are 8 hours. Names of 68 
workers are not shown in the order of reference. He claims 
ignorance whether after nationalization, the coal mines 
were managed and controlled by NCDC. Whether the 
service conditions of employees working in NCDC were 
different. The witness has admitted constitution of National 
Wage Board for Coal Wage Industry. The Wage Board 
recommended working 8 hours per day, 48 hours in a week. 
The witness was unable to tell about the working days of 
employees in subsidiary companies. The list of holidays 
issued by management 18 holidays to the employees 
working on monthly basis. 

10. Management filed affidavit of evidence of Shri 
Narendra Prasad Singh he not appeared for his cross- 
examination. Management filed affidavit of evidence of 
witness Shri Hemant Jha supporting contentions of 
management in Written Statement. In his cross-examination, 
management’s witness claims ignorance whether 
employees connected with dispute were getting 18 paid 
holidays till 1993. As per order Exhibit M-7 the employees 
were allowed 8 days paid holidays. Order Exhibit M-7 was 
issued by Personnel Manager Shri B.K.Jahan- the list of 


national holidays issued by administration. The witness 
was unable to tell whether National Holidays are reduced 
from 18 to 8. 

11. The affidavit of Shri Sanjay Kumar Jha is filed but 
the witness had not appeared for his cross-examination. 

12. Documentary evidence produced on record Exhibit 
W-l(a) order dated 20-12-89 of 16 paid holidays in SECL, 
Exhibit W-l(b) order dated 1-1-91 of 16 paid holidays. 
Exhibit W-l(c) order dated 24-12-91 of 18 paid holidays. 
Exhibit W-l(d) order dated 15-12-92 of 17 paid holidays. 
Exhibit W- 1(e) order dated 31 -12-93 of 19 paid holidays. 
Exhibit W-l(f) order dated 31-12-94 of 18 paid holidays. 
Exhibit W-1 (g) order dated 31 -12-95 of 18 paid holidays in 
SECL. Exhibit W-2 is office order dated 27-4-94 issued by 
SECL office to Chairman cum Managing Director. Exhibit 
W-3 is copy of Section-9( A) of ID Act, Exhibit W-4 is office 
order dated 18-8-95. 8 employees were allowed to avail 16 
paid holidays and 2 days Restricted Holidays. Management 
has produced documents Exhibit M-l to M-2 appointment 
orders Clause iii of those appointment orders shows that 
service conditions of employees are covered by Model 
Standing Orders. Exhibit M-3 is office order dated 1-1-1990 
issued by general Manager of SECL allowing 8 paid 
holidays to the employees. Exhibit M-4,5,6 are orders 
regarding 8 paid holidays. Exhibit M-7 is order dated 27-4-94 
directing that employees attending 8 hours duty will not 
be entitled for 18 days holidays. 

13. Union Secretary did not attend case after the case 
was fixed for argument repeatedly. Shri A.K.Shashi for 
management submits that the service conditions of the 
employees in SECL are covered by NCWA, standing orders, 
provisions of Mines Act, Shop and Establishment Act 
providing 8 hours working a day, 48 hours working a week. 
Management has brought uniformity. The service 
conditions of employees are not changed as the working 
hours are provided under Mines Act, Standing Orders etc. 
Union Secretary remained absent and his argument on 
above point are not advanced. 

14. Considering documents Exhibit M-l, M-2, service 
conditions of employees are covered by Model Standing 
Orders. The evidence adduced by Union doesnot show 
any rational to hold that the reduction of paid holidays 
from 18 to 8 is unjustified. 

15. Shri A.K.Shashi relied on ratio held in 

Case between M/S Saxby and Farmer (India) versus 
workmen reported in A1R-1975-SC-534. Their 
Lordship dealing with the dispute pertain to holidays, 
public utility service held it is generally accepted 
that there are too many public holidays in our country. 
When the need for industrial production is urgent 
and paramount, it may be advisable to reduce the 
number of such holidays in industrial concerns. It 
cannot be disputed that a necessary step in the 
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direction of increasing the country’s productivity is 
the reduction of number of holidays. 

Considering evidence discussed above and ratio held 
in above cited case, I record my finding in Point No.l in 
Affirmative. 

16. In the result, award is passed as under:- 

(1) The action of the management of SECL in reducing 
the annual leave of Security Guards from 18 days in 
a year to 8 days in a year from 1994 is proper and 
legal. 

(2) Workmen are not entitled to any relief. 

R. B. PATLE, Presiding Officer 
10 RT4, 2016 

W.3TT. 520.—4k)Pl<b fRRTR 3#rfWT, 1947 ( 1947 
RR 14) 4Y RTR 17 4 3TJFTGT R 444 RTRR7 RfTRR 44 
RT RRRRR 4 r45 44RRR 3^R Rr4 r4<RK 4 #R, 
3RJRR 4 4f4s 3Mf4F 4RK 4 444 RTRR7 3)WlPlR 
344R7RR/9IR -RI4M4, 3TRRRTRTR 4 TRTS (R44 R. 

1423/2004) 4 RRRfRTR RRcft t, 4 444 RTRRR 4 
10/03/2016 RR WR 7[31T RTl 

[R. R7R-41011 /2/2004-3R^3lR (4-1)] 

4. 4. RujONId, 47Rt 3 #)Rr4 

New Delhi, the 10th March, 2016 

S.O. 520. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 1423/ 
2004) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, Ahmedabad now as shown in the Annexure 
in the Industrial Dispute between the management of 
Western Railway and their workmen, received by the 
Central Government on 10/03/2016. 

[No. L-41011/2/2004-IR (B-I)] 

P. K. VENUGOPAL, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TIB BIN A1.-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 
AHMEDABAD 

Present: 

Pramod Kumar Chaturvedi, 

Presiding Officer, CGIT-cum-Labour Court, 
Ahmedabad, 

Dated 11th January, 2016 

Reference: (CGITA) No-1423/2004 

1. The Divisional Railway Manager, 

Western Railway, 


Pratapnagar, 

Baroda-390004 ...First Party 

Vs. 

Their Workmen 

Through the Divisional Secretary, 

Paschim Railway Karmachari Parishad, 

Shastri Pole, Kothi, 

Baroda ...Second Party 

For the First Party : Sh.H.B. Shah, Advocate 
For the Second Party : 

AWARD 

The Government of India/Ministry of Labour ,New 
Delhi by reference adjudication Order No. L-41011/2/2004- 
IR(B-I) dated 21.06.2004 referred the dispute for adjudication 
to the Industrial Tribunal, Baroda(Gujarat) in respect of the 
matter specified in the Schedule: 

SCHEDULE 

"Whether the demand of the union for assigning the 
seniority of Shri. H.J. Gupta and Shri SagheluAnoop 
from the date of their engagement in services as 
Gangman in Engineering Department and to give the 
dues to concerned workmen are entitled to from which 
date?” 

2. This reference dates back to 21.06.2004. First party 
filed the vakilpatra (Ext.3) of his advocate on 17.04.2006 
despite service and giving numbers of opportunities to 
second party, did not prefer to submit the statement of 
claim.Thus, it appears that second party is not interested 
in the proceedings of the reference. Therefore, Tribunal 
has no option but to dismiss the reference in default of the 
second party. 

The reference is dismissed in default of the second 

party. 

P. K. CHATURVEDI, Presiding Officer 
10 Rt4, 2016 

RR.3TT. 521. —4Wl)Pl=b fRRTR 3#rfWT, 1947 ( 1947 
RR 14) 4Y RTR 17 4 3TjRRR 4 444 RTRR7 RfTRR 44 
4 trrrr 4 r4s PhrMriY 4b; rr4 r4rrt 4 #r, 
3tj4t 4 f44R 4k)Pi<b 4 rk 4 444 rtrrt 3M4trt 

srfRRRRi/RR-RIRMR, RRRRTRTR4RRTR (Rr44. 794/2004) 

( 05 / 2003 ) 4r y<biR>id rr 4 t, 4444 rtrrt 4r 10 / 03/2016 

RR WR s|3TT RTI 

[R. TRT-41011/39/2002(4-1)] 

4. 4. 4trt 344rr4 

New Delhi, the 10th March, 2016 

S.O. 521. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
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Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 794/ 
2004) (ITC No. 05/2003) of the Central Government 
Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour Court, Ahmedabad now 
as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between 
the management of Western Railway and their workmen, 
received by the Central Government on 10/03/2016. 

[No. L-41011/39/2002-IR (B-I)] 

P. K. VENUGOPAL, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 
AHMEDABAD 

Present: 

Pramod Kumar Chaturvedi, 

Presiding Officer, CGIT-cum-Labour Court, 
Ahmedabad, 

Dated 11th January, 2016 

Reference: (CGITA) No. 794/2004 

Reference: (ITC) No. 05/2003 

1. The Sr. Divisional Electrical Engineer (TRO), 

Western Railway, 

Pratapnagar, 

Baroda-390004 

2. The Divisional Railway Manager, 

Western Railway, 

Pratapnagar, 

Baroda-390004 ...First Party 

Vs. 

Their Workmen 

Through the Divisional Secretary, 

Paschim Railway Karmachari Parishad, 

Shastri Pole, 

Kothi, 

Baroda-390001 (Gujarat) ...Second Party 

For the First Party : Sh K.J. Parikh, Advocate 
For the Second Party : 

AWARD 

The Government of India/Ministry of Labour ,New 
Delhi by reference adjudication Order No. L- 41011/39/2002- 
IR(B-I) dated 23.01.2003 referred the dispute for adjudication 
to the Industrial Tribunal, Baroda(Gujarat) in respect of the 
matter specified in the Schedule: 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the action of the Western Railway in not 
making proper fixation of pay and not given arrears 
to the eligible employees Shri Sudhir V. Pradhan Fitter 
Gr.H Shri Yakub Mohammed, Fitter Gr. Ill; Shri Suresh 
S. Makwan, Fitter Gr. Ill as well as no payment to 


Shri Anil Patel, Ex-Khallasi for 67 hrs. is proper, legal 
and justified? If not, what relief the concerned 
workmen are entitled and from which date?” 

2. This reference dates back to 23.01.2003. Despite first 
party submitted vakilpatra by Kunjbela J. Parekh but second 
party despite service did not prefer to submit the statement 
of claim. 

Thus, it appears that second party is not interested 
in the proceedings of the reference. Therefore, Tribunal 
has no option but to dismiss the reference in default of the 
second party. 

The reference is dismissed in default of the second 

party. 

P. K. CHATURVEDI, Presiding Officer 
R| fcFFTT, 10 Rt4, 2016 

RL3TT. 522. —3tklPlR f4lTR 3#rfWT, 1947 ( 1947 
RTT 14) 4] R1R 17 4 RFjRGT R 444 RRRR RiRRR 44 
4 RRRRR 4 RR5 fRRfRRTf Rr4 r4rK 4 #R, 

3FJRR 4' StklPlR f^RTR 4 444 RRFR 3tklPlR 
RfRRTRR/RR ^RIRTRR, RRRRTR1R 4 RRTR (RR*f R. 
1421/2004) RTF RRTTfRR RRcft t, 4 R-sOd RTRiR RR 
10/03/2016 R7T WR ]|RT RTI 

[R*. R^T-4101 l/l/2004-3Rf3RR (4-1)] 

4. 4. dujJIIMId, RRR RrfRRTRt 

New Delhi, the 10th March, 2016 

S.O. 522. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 1421/ 
2004) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, Ahmedabad as shown in the Annexure in 
the Industrial Dispute between the management of 
Western Railway and their workmen, received by the 
Central Government on 10/03/2016. 

[No. L-41011/1/2004-IR (B-I)] 

P. K. VENUGOPAL, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 
AHMEDABAD 

Present: 

Pramod Kumar Chaturvedi, 

Presiding Officer, CGIT-cum-Labour Court, 
Ahmedabad, 

Dated 11th January, 2016 

Reference: (CGITA) No. 1421/2004 

1. The Divisional Railway Manager, 

Western Railway, 
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Kothi Compound, 

Rajkot ...First Party 

Ys. 

Their Workman 
Sh. Kishor Ojha, 

Through the Divisional Secretary, 

Paschim Railway Karmachari Parishad, 

Near Vishwakarma Temple, 

Jawahar Chowk, Sabarmati, 

Ahmedabad (Gujarat) ...Second Party 

For the First Party : 

For the Second Party : 

AWARD 

The Government of India/Ministry of Labour ,New 
Delhi by reference adjudication Order No. L- 41011/1/2004- 
IR(B-I) dated 21.06.2004 referred the dispute for adjudication 
to the Industrial Tribunal, Rajkot(Gujarat) in respect of the 
matter specified in the Schedule: 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the action of the management of Divisional 
Rail Manager, Western Railway, Rajkot in awarding 
punishment of removal of service and on mercy 
appeal reinstating Shri Kishore Ojha, Ex. F/man, LF, 
Sabarmati, Ahmedabad a class-III employee, to the 
post of class IV category is justified and legal? If no, 
what relief the workman is entitled?” 

2. This reference dates back to 21.06.2004. Second party 
submitted the statement of claim Ext.3 on 27.03.2006 first 
party also submitted written statement Ext. 6 on 30.01.2009. 
Despite giving dozens of opportunities to second party to 
lead their evidence, they did not prefer to lead their 
evidence. Thus, it appears that second party is not 
interested in the proceedings of the reference. Therefore, 
Tribunal has no option but to dismiss the reference in 
default of the second party. 

The reference is dismissed in default of the second 

party. 

P. K. CHATURVEDI, Presiding Officer 
Ff fcFvfl, 10 FT^f, 2016 

FF.3TT. 523.—3lklPlF fFFTF 3#rfWT, 1947 ( 1947 
FT 14) FT) STITT 17 ^ 3FJFFF 3 FTFffa 

FF Ft FFTF4 FT FF5 fFFDJFf 3^ f4fK F #F, 
3FJFT FltTllPlF fFFK 3 F-sOd FFFR 3lWlPlF 

3TfFFFF/FF^FTFTFF, FFFR: (FF^F. 5/2006)FT 

UFlPdd FFFt t, Ft F^F FFFR F7T 10/03/2016 FTT WF 
fFT FTI 

[F. 12012/248/2000-3TT^3TR (Ft-I)] 

Ft. Ft. 4UjJ|jm r | > :gFF FTfFFTRt 


New Delhi, the 10th March, 2016 

S.O. 523. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 5/2006) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, Ahmedabad now as shown in the Annexure 
in the Industrial Dispute between the management of State 
Bank of India and their workmen, received by the Central 
Government on 10/03/2016. 

[No. L-12012/248/2000-IR (B-I)] 

P. K. VENUGOPAL, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRffiUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 
AHMEDABAD 

Present: 

Pramod Kumar Chaturvedi, 

Presiding Officer, CGIT-cum-Labour Court, 
Ahmedabad, 

Dated 12 th January, 2016 

Reference: (CGITA) No. 5/2006 

1. The Zonal Manager, 

State Bank of India, 

Zonal office, 

Opp. New SAchivalaya, 

Sector No. 10, 

Gandhinagar (Gujarat) 

2. The General Manager, 

State Bank of India, 

Main Branch, 

LalDarwaja, 

Ahmedabad 

3. The Branch Manager, 

State Bank of India, 

Palanpur Branch, 

Opp. Jua Gunj Bazar, 

Palanpur (B anaskantha) .. .First Party 

Vs. 

Their Workman 

Sh. Parshottambhai Mohanbhai Makwana 
Through the General Secretary, 

Shramjivi Kamdar Sangh, 

Dhal Vas, 

Mesari Vas, 

Palanpur (Banaskantha) ...Second Party 

For the First Party : Sh. B. M. Joshi, Advocate 

For the Second Party : 
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AWARD 

The Government of India/Ministry of Labour ,New 
Delhi by reference adjudication Order No. L- 12012/248/ 
2000-IR1B-I) dated 05.01.2006 referred the dispute for 
adjudication to the Industrial Tribunal, Ahmedabad(Gujarat) 
in respect of the matter specified in the Schedule: 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the action of the management of state 
Bank of India, Palanpur Branch in orally termination 
the services of Shri Parshotambhai Mohanbhai 
Makwana w.e.f. 1.6.99 is justified or not? If not, what 
relief the applicant is entitled to and from which date?” 

2. This reference dates back to 05.01.2006. All the parties 
were served by registered post. Acknowledgement were 
received. First party State Bank of India also filed the 
Vakilatnama (Ext.9) but second party did not turned up to 
file the statement of claim. Thus, it appears that second 
party is not interested in the proceedings of the reference. 
Therefore, Tribunal has no option but to dismiss the 
reference in default of the second party. 

The reference is dismissed in default of the second 

party. 

P. K. CHATURVEDI, Presiding Officer 
Rf 10 RRf, 2016 

RT.3TT. 524. — 3lWllPl<=b faRTR 3#rfWT, 1947 ( 1947 
TiT 14) STRT 17 4 3^*-RU| if y<4>l< 

4 WRfr 4 rrtj fn 41^41' arn rr4 <t4<tkT 4 4r, 

3Fj4j 4' aMfW f4lK 4' 444 RRFR 3tklp|cb 

3TPRRRT/-5RT -4I4IR4, 4 W (RT'tf R. 

1010/2004) (22/1996) 4l wfw RR41,4 444 RRRJ 
4l 10/03/2016 4t WR j|RT RTI 

[R. RR-1 2012/223/ 15 -Rl^RR (4-1)] 

4. 4. 4U]J|Nld, RRR 3#IR7Rt 

New Delhi, the 10th March, 2016 

S.O. 524. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 1010/ 
2004) (ITC No. 22/1996) of the Central Government 
Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour Court, Ahmedabad now 
as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between 
the management of Corporation Bank and their workmen, 
received by the Central Government on 10/03/2016. 

[No. L-12012/223/15-IR (B-I)] 

P. K. VENUGOPAL, Desk Officer 


ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 
AHMEDABAD 

Present: 

Pramod Kumar Chaturvedi, 

Presiding Officer, CGIT-cum-Labour Court, 
Ahmedabad, 

Dated 7th January, 2016 

Reference: (CGITA) No. 1010/2004 

Reference: (ITC) No. 22/1996 

1. The Manager, 

Corporation Bank, 

Dhebarbhai Road Branch, 

Dhebarbhai Road, 

Rajkot-360002 ...First Party 

Vs. 

Their Workman 

Shrr. Jaydevsinh G. Jadeja, 

Shri Momi Ashish, 

Anand Nagar, 

Qtr.No.E-62, 

Rajkot-360002 ...Second Party 

For the First Party : Shri M.K. Patel, Advocate 
For the Second Party : 

AWARD 

The Government of India/Ministry of Labour ,New 
Delhi by reference adjudication Order No. L- 12012/223/15- 
IR(B-I) dated 17.04.1996 referred the dispute for adjudication 
to the Industrial Tribunal, Rajkot (Gujarat) in respect of the 
matter specified in the Schedule: 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the action of the Corporation Bank, Rajkot 
in termination the services of Shri Jaydev Singh G. 
Jadeja, Peon at the Dhebarbhai Road Branch, Rajkot 
w.e.f. 20.10.1992 just,valid & legal? If not, to what 
benefits the workman is entitled for and what 
directions are necessary in the matter?” 

2. This reference dates back to 17.04.1996. R.C. 
Associates, a legal firm filed the vakilpatra on behalf of the 
first party. Second party was also served and submitted 
statement of claim (ext.4) ON 01.07.1997 later on a legal firm 
Upadhyay &Upadhyafiled vakilpatra on behalf of the first 
party and also submitted written statement (Ext. 14). 

3. A number of opportunities were given to lead his 
evidence but he did not come forward to lead his evidence. 
Thus, it appears that second party is not interested in the 
proceedings of the reference. Therefore, Tribunal has no 
option but to dismiss the reference in default of the second 
party. 
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The reference is dismissed in default of the second 

party. 

P. K. CHATURVEDI, Presiding Officer 
10 PR, 2016 

PH.3TT. 525.—pklPlPi fpplp pfpfPPP, 1947 ( 1947 
PH 14) 41 PTO 17 4 P-JPPP 4 444 PTPHT pfTPP 44 
pt PPPPP 4 PP5 fpqtPPH Pp4 PTffplR 4 #p, 
3FJPP 4 fpf^S pk]PlP> fpPK 4 P>44 PTPH7 PTOTfPPl 
pfppTOH/PP RFTRP, PsTO-fMK 4PPTO (Pp4P. 70/2004) 
(19/1998) pi) ypdRfid profit,4444prop 4( 10 / 03/2016 

PH PTTO 7[3P Pll 


Quarter No. 101/L., 

‘C’ Site, Freelanganj, 

Dahod-389160 ...Second Party 

For the First Party : Sh. H.B. Shah, Advocate 

For the Second Party : Sh. B.K. Sharma, Advocate 

AWARD 

The Government of India/Ministry of Fabour ,New 
Delhi by reference adjudication Order No. L- 41012/131/97- 
IR(B-I) dated 17.03.1998 referred the dispute for adjudication 
to the Industrial Tribunal, Ahmedabad (Gujarat) in respect 
of the matter specified in the Schedule: 

SCHEDULE 


[P. PR-41012/131/97-3n^PK (4-1)] 

4. 4. 4yffPM, pfpprfi 

New Delhi, the 10th March, 2016 

S.O. 525. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 70/2004) 
(ITC No. 19/1998) of the Central Government Industrial 
Tribunal-cum-Labour Court, Ahmedabad now as shown 
in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the 
management of Western Railway and their workmen, 
received by the Central Government on 10/03/2016. 

[No. L-41012/131/97-IR (B-I)] 

P. K. VENUGOPAL, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 
AHMEDABAD 

Present: 

Pramod Kumar Chaturvedi, 

Presiding Officer, CGIT-cum-Labour Court, 
Ahmedabad, 

Dated 8 th January, 2016 

Reference: (CGITA) No. 70/2004 

Reference: (ITC) No. 19/1998 

1. The General Manager, 

Western Railway, 

Churchgate, Mumbai-400001 

2. The Chief Workshop Manager, 

Western Railwat, Loco workshop, 

Dahod-389160 ...First Party 

Vs. 

Their Workman 
Through the Secretary, 

Paschim Railway Karmachari Parishad, 

C/o. Shri K.C. Sharma, 


“Whether the action of chief workshop Manager, 
Western Railway, Loco workshop, Dahod in denying 
promotion to Shri N.B. Makwana to the post of Shop 
Suptd. And promoting his juniors to the above post 
in the preceding years is legal and justified? If not, to 
what relief the concerned employee is entitled to?” 

2. This reference dates back to 17.03.1998. Second party 
submitted the statement of claim on 30.04.1998 in response 
to that first party submitted written statement (Ext. 5) on 
05.08.1998. Today, Harish B. Shah filed the vakalatnama on 
behalf of the first party. 

3. The case is very old one but second party has been 
absent since last several dated to lead evidence.Thus, it 
appears that second party is not interested in the 
proceedings of the reference. Therefore, Tribunal has no 
option but to dismiss the reference in default of the second 
party. 

The reference is dismissed in default of the second 

party. 

P. K. CHATURVEDI, Presiding Officer 
10 Pl4, 2016 

PH.3TT. 526. —4k)PlP fpplp PfpffiPP, 1947 ( 1947 
ph 14 ) pfi pro 17 4 sFpron 4 444 ptpto pfroro 44 
4 ppppp 4 prog frofippn pp4 p4pht 4 4p, 
3pj4j 4 ffiftro 4k)PiP> 4 pk 3 444 pppr pWiPip 
34pptpp/pp rorororo, roproprop 4 p'roro (p44 p. 
1032/2004) (50/1996 ) 4) PPHfPPPTOfit,4444 PPfHT 
pfi 10/03/2016 PH PTTO fPl Pll 

[P. P7H-41012/69/94-PT^3TP (4-1)] 

4. 4. 4pp rofpppfi 

New Delhi, the 10th March, 2016 

S.O. 526. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 1032/ 
2004) (ITC No. 50/1996) of the Central Government 
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Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour Court, Ahmedabad now 
as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between 
the management of Western Railway and their workmen, 
received by the Central Government on 10/03/2016. 

[No. L-41012/69/94-IR (B-I)] 

P. K. VENUGOPAL, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 
AHMEDABAD 

Present: 

Pramod Kumar Chaturvedi, 

Presiding Officer, CGIT-cum-Labour Court, 
Ahmedabad, 

Dated 14th December, 2015 

Reference: (CGITA) No. 1032/2004 

Reference: (ITC) No. 50/1996 

The Chief Engineer (c). 

Western Railway, 

Station Building, 

Kalupur, Ahmedabad .. .First Party 

Vs. 

Their Workman, 

Shri Uman Ahmed 
Through the President, 

Saurastra Employees Union ‘Baba Era’, 

10/5, Jagnath Plot, Swami Tahiliaram Marg, 

Rajkot: 360001 ...Second Party 

For the First Party : Sh. H.B. Shah, Advocate 

For the Second Party : 

AWARD 

The Government of India/Ministry of Labour ,New 
Delhi by reference adjudication Order No. L-41012/69/94- 
IR(B-I) dated 21.11.1996 referred the dispute for adjudication 
to the Industrial Tribunal, Rajkot (Gujarat) in respect of the 
matter specified in the Schedule: 

SCHEDULE 

“(1) Whether the action of the management of 
Western Railway, Ahmedabad were justified 
according to law in terminating the services of Shri 
Uman Ahmed? If so was adequate opportunity 
afforded to the workmen to show their willingness 
for getting back into que for employment? 

(2) Was the delay in raising the dispute justified? 

(3) In view of the findings on (1) and (2) above, what 
is the relief that Shri Uman Ahmed is entitled to?” 


2. The reference dates back to 21.11.1996. Second party 
filed statement of claim (Ext.3) on 31.03.1998 and first party 
also filed written statement (Ext. 7) on 31.07.2000 but despite 
giving dozens of opportunities to the second party, second 
party did not prefer to lead evidence. Thus it appears that 
Tribunal has no option but to dismiss the reference in 
default of the second party. 

The reference is dismissed in default of the second 

party. 

P. K. CHATURVEDI, Presiding Officer 

M f^fr, 10 rfY, 2016 

RT.3R. 527.—3(k)PlR fRRIR 3#rfWT, 1947 ( 1947 
RTT 14) rY RIR 17 rY 3PJRTUT R ^#4 RRRR h/RRlRRiRt 
%. RT WRTR <£ RR5 PhRMRiY R4<=hK RT #R, 

3FJRR tY 3jk)p|cb fRRIR 4 RTRTR sMfRRT 

RfRRRR/RR -RI4M4, RTRR1R (tMR. 27/2010) 

(24/2009) RYyRl^ldRR?flt,Rr^RR7RRRY 10/03/2016 
RR WR I|3R RT| 

[R. tTR-12012/192/2008-3n|3m: (Rl-I)] 

Rt. RT. 3 #[RrY 

New Delhi, the 10th March, 2016 

S.O. 527. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 27/2010) 
(ITC No. 24/2009) of the Central Government Industrial 
Tribunal-cum-Labour Court, Ahmedabad now as shown 
in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the 
management of HDFC Ltd. and their workmen, received 
by the Central Government on 10/03/2016. 

[No. L-12012/192/2008-IR (B-I)] 

P. K. VENUGOPAL, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 
AHMEDABAD 

Present: 

Pramod Kumar Chaturvedi, 

Presiding Officer, CGIT-cum-Labour Court, 
Ahmedabad, 

Dated 14th December, 2015 

Reference: (CGITA) No. 27/2010 

Reference: (ITC) No. 24/2009 

1. The Branch Manager, 

HDFC Ltd., Radha Swami Complex, 

Highway Road, Kadi 
Dist: Mehsana (Gujarat) 
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2. The Manager, 

HDFC Bank Ltd., 

Shilp-2, Gr. Floor, 

Near Sales India, Ashram Road, 

Ahmedabad (Gujarat) 

3. The Manager (HRD), 

HDFC Bank Ltd., HDFC Bank House, 

2nd Lf. Senapati Bapat March, 

Lower Parel, 

Mumbai .. .First Party 

Vs. 

Their Workman, 

Shri Nitin Kumar Jivrajbhai Patel, 

36-C Alaknanda Soc. Nani Kadi, 

At Kadi, 

Dist: Mehsana (Gujarat) ...Second Party 

For the First Party : 

For the Second Party : 

AWARD 

The Government of India/Ministry of Labour ,New 
Delhi by reference adjudication Order No. L-12012/192/2008- 
IR(B-I) dated 11.06.2009 referred the dispute for adjudication 
to the Industrial Tribunal, Ahmedabad (Gujarat) in respect 
of the matter specified in the Schedule: 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the action of the management of HDFC 
Bank, Ahmedabad in terminating the services of Shri 
Nitin Kumar Jivarajbhai Patel without following the 
procedure and in contravention of Section 25F,25G 
and 25H of the ID Act, 1947, is valid reasonable and 
justified? To what relief, the workman is entitled and 
from which date?” 

2. This reference dates back to 11.06.2009. Both the 
parties were served by way of registered post on 15.02.2010. 
Neither of the parties have been appearing in the reference. 
Second party has also not filed his statement of claim thus 
it appears that both the parties are not willing to proceed 
with the reference. Thus, the Tribunal has no option but to 
dismiss the reference in default of the parties. 

The reference is dismissed in default of the parties. 

P. K. CHATURVEDI, Presiding Officer 

10 FT4, 2016 

W.3TT. 528.—3tklPl<b felTT 3#rfwr, 1947 (1947 
14) ?TRI 17 4 if 444 TOR4^ % 44 

7TRPR 4 TRtRcRT 4 R45 f4l44f 4(7 TT4 <b4<bK 4 , 

4 3jk)p|cb t}' 444 3iWlPl<b 

srftRRH/OT 3t£iKNK 447R: (444. 136/2004) 


(an^lol 4 1/1999) 4l ychlfsild T# t, 4 444 7TTTR 
4f 10/03/2016 4t W7T f3TT 8TTI 

[4. TTqT—12012/110/98— 3TT^3TR (4-1)] 

4. 4. dujJINId, 3}f4fn4 

New Delhi, the 10th March, 2016 

S.O. 528. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 136/2004) 
(ITC No. 1/1999) of the Central Government Industrial 
Tribunal-cum-Labour Court, Ahmedabad as shown in the 
Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the 
management of State Bank of Saurastra and their workmen, 
received by the Central Government on 10/03/2016. 

[No. L-12012/110/98-IR (B-I)] 

P. K. VENUGOPAL, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 
AHMEDABAD 

Present: 

Pramod Kumar Chaturvedi, 

Presiding Officer, CGIT-cum-Labour Court, 
Ahmedabad, 

Dated 14th December, 2015 

Reference: (CGITA) No. 136/2004 

Reference: (ITC) No. 1/1999 

State Bank of Saurastra, 

Branch ManagermS.B. O.S., 

Shahibaug Branch, 

Sahjanand Complex, 

Ahmedabad-380001 .. .First Party 

Vs. 

Their Workman, 

Smt. Manjulaben Natvarlal Panchal, 

C/o. Akhil Hujarat General Mazdoor Sangh, 


Rangila Gate, 

Shahpur, 

Ahmedabad-380001 

...Second Party 

For the First Party 

: Kum. Meenaben Shah, 

Advocate 

For the Second Party 

: 


AWARD 


The Government of India/Ministry of Labour, New 
Delhi by reference adjudication Order No. L-12012/110/98/ 
IR(B-I) dated 31.12.1998 referred the dispute for adjudication 
to the Industrial Tribunal, Ahmedabad (Gujarat) in respect 
of the matter specified in the Schedule: 
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SCHEDULE 


Reference: (CGITA) No. 168/2006 


“Whether the action of the management of Saurastra 
in terminating the services of Smt. Manjulaben 
Natvarlal Panchal w.e.f. 31.07.1997 is justified? If 
not, what relief the workman concerned is entitled 
to?” 

2. This reference dates back to 31.12.1998. Second party 
filed statement of claim (Ext.6) on 26.07.1999 and first party 
filed written statement (Ext.9). Despite giving dozens of 
opportunities to the second party for leading evidence, 
second party did not prefer to lead evidence. It is one of 
the oldest case in the Tribunal by perusal of the record. It 
appears that second party is not willing to lead evidence. 
Thus Tribunal has no option but to dismiss the case in 
default of the second party. 

The reference is dismissed in default of the second 

party. 

P. K. CHATURVEDI, Presiding Officer 
M fRRRt, 10 rM, 2016 

RT.3TT. 529. —RklPlR fRRR 3#rfWT, 1947 ( 1947 
RR 14) Rit RET 17 R R RRfrq RRfRR ^ |r 3RR 

R[RR R RRRRR R RR5 fRRfaRf 3f[T RRRj r4rK R #R 
3FJRR aMfW fRRK 3 ^#4 RTRR RklPlR 

RfRRTR/RJ -RI4MR R^MK^RRIR (Rr4r 168/2006) 
( R. 38/2003 ) RR RRTfRR RRcft t, RT R-tOd RTRRT 

RR 10/03/2016 RR WR |[RT RTI 

[R. RR-12012/132/2005-(Rt-I)] 

Rt. R. 4UjJ|Nld, RRR RfRRKt 

New Delhi, the 10th March, 2016 

S.O. 529. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 168/2006) 
(ITC No. 38/2003) of the Central Government Industrial 
Tribunal-cum-Labour Court, Ahmedabad as shown in the 
Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the 
management of State Bank of Saurastra and their workmen, 
received by the Central Government on 10/03/2016. 

[No. L-12012/132/2005-IR (B-I)] 

P. K. VENUGOPAL, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 
AHMEDABAD 

Present: 

Pramod Kumar Chaturvedi, 

Presiding Officer, CGIT-cum-Labour Court, 
Ahmedabad, 

Dated 11th January, 2016 


Reference: (ITC) No. 38/2003 

1. The Chairman, 

State Bank of Saurastra, 

Head Office, 

P.O.Box No. 51, 

Bhavnagar-394001 

2. The Branch Manager, 

State Bank of Saurastra, 

Head Office, 

P.O.Box No. 51, 

Bhavnagar ...First Party 

Vs. 

Their Workman 

Sh. Rajesh Kumar Tida Janjvadia, 

At Village-Railway Station, 

Punapara Maliya Hatina, 

Dist. Junagadh, Gujarat ...Second Party 

For the First Party : 

For the Second Party : 

AWARD 

The Government of India/Ministry of Labour ,New 
Delhi by reference adjudication Order No. L- 12012/132/ 
2005-IR(B-I) dated 06.09.2006 referred the dispute for 
adjudication to the Industrial Tribunal, Ahmedabad (Gujarat) 
in respect of the matter specified in the Schedule: 

SCHEDULE 


“Whether the action of the management of State Bank 
of Saurastra in terminating the services of Shri Rajesh 
Kumar Tida Janjvadia w.e.f. 23.06.2004 is justified? If 
not, what relief he is entitled to?” 

This reference dates back to 06.09.2006. Second party 
submitted statement of claim (Ext. 4) on 17.04.2007. First 
party also filed written statement (Ext.l3)on 05.02.2009. 
Second party also filed the affidavit of workman Sh. Rajesh 
Kumar Tida Janjvadia, but he did not prefer to come forward 
to get him cross examination despite giving number of 
opportunities. Thus, it appears that second party is not 
interested in the proceedings of the reference. Therefore, 
Tribunal has no option but to dismiss the reference in 
default of the second party. 

The reference is dismissed in default of the second 

party. 

P. K. CHATURVEDI, Presiding Officer 
Rf fRRRT, 11 RRf, 2016 

RT.RT. 530.— RWipR fRRTR rMrRR, 1947 (1947 RT 
14) cfft RRT 17 R RjjHGi -p ^R^ RRtRRTRI 

R RRRTR R RR5 [RdWf R^ RRR> RrtjRRR R^ #R, 
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spjsjsr R Wfe: aMfrigi fgcTT^ ■$ cji^Oii y<chi< 3tWlPl4> 
srflRfZWSRT 3. 1, ^ W (*M WT1 

12/2003) RZl y+lP^ld W) f, ^Tf z£#q WfZR ^ 11/03/2016 
rzt wtt ^sn m 

pa -^-20012/199/2002-3^3^ (aft-I)] 

TRT. TZ. fe, SEPTET 3#R7R) 

New Delhi, the 11th March, 2016 

S.0.530. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central Government 
hereby publishes the Award of the Central Government 
Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour Court No. 1, Dhanbad (Ref. 
No. 12 of 2003) as shown in the Annexure in the Industiral 
Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of M/s. BCCL and their workmen, which was 
received by the Central Government on 11/03/2016. 

[No. L-20012/199/2002-IR (C-I)] 
M. K. SINGH, Section Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORETHE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL NO.l, DHANBAD 

In the matter of reference U/S 10 (1) (d) (2A) of 
I.D.Act, 1947 

Reference No. 12 of 2003 

Employer in relation to the management of 
KatrasArea of M/s. BCCL 

AND 

Their workmen 

Present : Sri R.K.Saran, Presiding Officer 

Appearances: 

For the Employers : Shri U.N. Lai, Advocate 

For the workman : Shri B .B. Pandey, Advocate 

State : Jharkhand Industry : Coal 

Dated: 08/02/2016 
AWARD 

By order No. L-20012/199/2002/IR (C-l)) dated 
24/01/2003, the Central Government in the Ministry of 
Labour has, in exercise the powers conferred by clause (d) 
of sub -section (1) and sub-section (2A) of section 10 of 
the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 referred the following 
dispute for adjudication to this Tribunal: 

SCHEDULE 

"Whether the demand of the Koyla Ispat Mazdoor 
Panchayat from the management of BCCL, Katras 
Area to provide employment to Sri Sanjay Bhuia, the 
dependant son of Late Kedar Bhuia is proper and 


justified? If so, to what relief is the said dependant of 
the deceased workman entitled?” 

2. After receipt of the reference , both parties are 
noticed. But appearing for certain dates, Ld Counsel for 
the workman submits that workman is not interested to 
contest the case. It is felt that the disputes between the 
parties have been resolved in the meantime. Hence No 
Dispute Award is passed. Communicate. 

R. K. SARAN, Presiding Officer 
11 RTEf, 2016 

W.3IT. 531—3|yp|cb -3#lfWT, 1947 ( 1947 RZT 

14) cfft qRl 17 ^ 31^01 -p feRFT RZ TRRcTR 

TZ 7T5T5 lH4N c bT 3lk =b4<=bKT TZ SEJRR R 

R. 1, qRRR H WS (7TT4 WTI 4/2013) Rl) y<=blftld RRcft 
t, ^Tf RTRZR RZT 11/03/2016 RZT RETT 7T3E s>E| 

[Tf. -q^T-20013/2/2016-31^31K (TTt-I)] 

EJT. fe, SEJRET 3#RFR[ 

New Delhi, the 11th March, 2016 

S.0.531. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central Government 
hereby publishes the Award of the Central Government 
Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour Court No. 1, Dhanbad (Ref. 
No. 4 of 2013) as shown in the Annexure in the Industiral 
Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of M/s. TISCO and their workmen, which was 
received by the Central Government on 11/03/2016. 

[No. L-20013/2/2016-IR (C-I)] 

M. K. SINGH, Section Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORETHE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL NO.l, DHANBAD 

In the matter of reference U/S (2 A) (1) (2) of 
I.D. Amendment Act, 1947 

I.D. No. 4 of 2013 

Sri Chitranjan Mahanta, Overseer 
S/o Sri Ramesh Chandra Mahanta 
C & SM West Bokaro 

M/s. Tata Steel Ltd. ...Applicant 

Vs. 

The General Manager 
West Bokaro Division 
M/s. TISCO, P.O.- Ghatotand 

Distt-Ramgarh ...Opp.Party 
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Present : Sri Ranjan Kumar Saran, Presiding Officer 

Appearances: 

For the Applicant : ShriD. Mukherjee, Advocate 
For the Opp.Party : Shri D.K. Verma, Advocate 

State : Jharkhand Industry : Steel 

Dated: 10/02/2016 
AWARD 

One I.D. Application of Sri Chitaranjan Mahanta, 
Overseer, S/O Sri Ramesh Chandra Mahanta Vs General 
Manager West Bokaro Division of M/s. TISCO is received 
U/s 2A(1)(2) of I.D. Amendment Act 1947 and registered as 

1. D. case No. 4 of 2013 as following dispute for adjudication 
in this Tribunal; 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the action of the management of West 
Bokaro Colliery of M/s. Tata Steel Ltd. in dismissing 
Sri Chitranjan Mahanta, Overseer w.e.f 31.10.2012/ 
02.11.2012 is legal and justified? If not, to What 
relief the concerned workmen is entitled to?” 

2. The I.D. case is received on 01.08.2013. After receipt 
of I.D, both Parties are noticed, the Opp.Party files their 
written statement on 06.12.2013. Thereafter rejoinder and 
document filed by the parties. No evidence adduced by 
both side. But document of Opp. Party marked as M-l to 
M-ll. 

3. The case of the applicant is that he was appointed as 
Overseer Technical-B by letter dated 12.03.2009 and he 
was working regularly as permanent workman. But all on 
sudden the Opp.Party issued a chargesheet dated 
20.03.2012. The chargesheet is primafacie illegal and against 
the provision of standing order of the company. 

4. It is also submitted by the applicant that one domestic 
enquiry was conducted in utter violation of principle of 
natural justice. The opp party fails to file any relevant 
document to prove the charges. And no legal document or 
evidence was adduced by the management to prove the 
allegation of fraud or dishonesty of the applicant. And on 
the basis of perverse findings of the enquiry officer, the 
management/ Opp.party dismissed the applicant by order 
dated31.10.2012/2.11.2012.It is also submitted by the 
applicant that the dismissal order of the applicant is 
primafacie illegal. 

5. It is further submitted by the applicant that the supply 
order of stone to M/s. Santosh Kr. Singh was not issued 
by the petitioner, and no document was produced in the 
enquiry to prove that the measurement of stone supplied 
by M/s. Santosh Kumar Singh was less than the 
management’s measurement done by the applicant. The 
delivery memo and the measurement book was checked 
and verified by the higher authority and payment was made 


by the Accounts Department as per the company’s rules. 
As such the order of Opp.party is vindictive in nature and 
too harsh as well as disproportionate. Hence the I.D was 
arose. 

6. The case of the Opp.Party is that the applicant was 
working as Overseer at west Bokaro Division of Tata Steel 
Ltd. And was posted in Civil and Structural Maintenance 
Department. 

7. It is also submitted by the Opp.party that the 
applicant has committed serious misconduct, therefore the 
management issued charge sheet under clause 27 (2) of 
the certified Standing Order. The enquiry Officer conducted 
domestic enquiry in resence of the applicant in accordance 
with principle of natural justice and submitted his report 
holding therein that the charges leveled against under 
clause 27 (2) for act of misconduct of fraud and dishonesty 
stand established. Thereafter the management issued 
second show cause notice and supplied the copy of enquiry 
report, after received the second show cause notice, the 
applicant submitted his representation. Thereafter the 
competent authority carefully going through the record of 
enquiry proceeding , findings of enquiry officer, the 
evidence on record , which has been established against 
him and the competent authority dismissed him from service 
w.e f. 3.11.2012. The dismissal of applicant is proportionate, 
legal and justified. 

8. The short point to be decided in this I.D. is whether 
the workman , who has been dismissed on the ground of 
fraud & dishonesty is proper or not. 

9. As alleged after detection of fraud, departmental 
enquiry was held. The workman participated, found guilty, 
served with consecutive show cause notice and the 
management considering the representation of the workman 
dismissed him. 

10. In this I.D. the domestic enquiry held fair and proper. 
Then the only thing is to be seen, whether punishment 
imposed is appropriate or not. 

11. The allegation against the workman/applicant is 
fraud. Fraud is a serious misconduct and on the same 
ground the workman has been dismissed. Therefore this 
Tribunal, is totally reluctant to interfere with the action of 
the management. Hence claim dismissed. 

This is my award. 

R. K. SARAN, Presiding Officer 
M f^FFfr, 11 RTEf, 2016 

W.OT. 532.—3tWlPl4-> 3#qfwr, 1947 (1947 ^1 

14) ^ ?q[TT 17 <£ sppPGl 3 ^#4 FR4TE tSuli/d ^ 

T4t4?f4 ^ FITS 3TE <b4<bkl ^ #Ef, 3PJ5TO 

Tf R ^£#4 ^4444 3lWlPI 3#IWt/?FT 

-4I4M4 4 . i, ^ (wf wn 8 / 2015 ) 44 
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y=biRtid RRRt t, rt rtt i 1/03/201 6 rr wr 

fRT RTI 

[R. -^-20012/102/2010-3^3^ (TfajT-I)] 

rjt. fw, sfjrft srfenft 

New Delhi, the 11th March, 2016 

S.0.532. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central Government 
hereby publishes the Award of the Central Government 
Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour Court No. 1, Dhanbad (Ref. 
No. 8 of 2015) as shown in the Annexure in the Industiral 
Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of M/s. BCCL and their workmen, which was 
received by the Central Government on 11/03/2016. 

[No. L-20012/102/2010-IR (CM-I)] 
M. K. SINGH, Section Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORETHE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL NO.l, DHANBAD 

In the matter of reference U/S 10(1) (d) (2A) of 

I.D.Act, 1947 

Reference No. 08 of 2015 

Employer in relation to the management of 
SendraBansjora Colliery of M/s. BCCL 

AND 

Their workmen 

Present : Sri R.K.Saran, Presiding Officer 

Appearances: 

For the Employers : Shri D.K. Verma, Advocate 

For the Workman : Shri R.R. Ram, Rep. 

State : Jharkhand Industry : Coal 

Dated: 11/02/2016 
AWARD 

By Order No-L-20012/102/2010 IR-(CM-I), dated 
27/03/2015, the Central Govt, in the Ministry of Labour 
has, in exercise of powers conferred by clause (d) of Sub - 
section (1) and Sub-section (2A) of Section 10 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947, referred the following 
disputes for adjudication to this Tribunal: 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the dismissal of Shri Nirpat Bhuia, Ex-M/ 
Loader w.e.f. 21.01.2004 from the company by the 
management of Sendra Bansjora Colliery of 
M/s. BCCL is fair and justified? To what relief the 
concerned workman is entitled to?” 

2. The case is received from the Ministry of Labour on 
15.04.2015. After receipt of reference the Sponsoring Union 


files their written statement on 16.04.2015. The management 
files their written statement -cum-rejoinder on 30.10.2015. 
No witness adduced by both side but document of 
management is marked as M-l to M-8. This is a case of 
dismissal of workman on the ground of long absenteeism. 

3. During preliminary hearing of this case, domestic 
enquiry held by the management is accepted by the 
Sponsoring Union/workman as Fair & Proper . The point 
involved in the reference is that the workman has been 
dismissed from his services on the ground of long absence. 

4. During hearing of argument on merit. It is revealed 
that the case is dismissal of workman for long absence on 
duty. But he has already out of service for 12 years. It is 
felt to give another chance to the workman to serve. 

5. Considering the facts and circumstances of this case, 
I hold that he be taken into job as a fresh employee as cat-I 
scale. But the workman be kept under probation for a 
period one year . Therefore the question of giving back 
wages does not arise at all. 

This is my award. 

R. K. SARAN, Presiding Officer 
11 RUf, 2016 

RT.3R. 533.—3f|gj)p|cb fRRTR 3#m, 1947 (1947 RTF 
14) Rfj RTTT 17 R^ 3TJRTR t}' RTRTR 

[hrWI sflTRRR RTffcnj 
RT #R, 3PJRR R rW|P|R> fRRTR 3 R7RTR 

3tklPlR 3#FRRJT/9[R R. 1, RRRTR R^ RRTS (RR4 

RRRT 12/1994) R5^ RRTfRR RRRT t, Rf RRRR Rif 

11/03/2016 RR RTRT t|3TT RTI 

[R. TTR-20012/02/1993-3JTf33R (r!-I)] 
TTR. R/. fRR, 33^RTR 3#RFR[ 
New Delhi, the 11th March, 2016 

S.0.533. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central Government 
hereby publishes the Award of the Central Government 
Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour Court No. 1, Dhanbad (Ref. 
No. 12 of 1994) as shown in the Annexure in the Industiral 
Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of M/s. CMPDIL and their workmen, which 
was received by the Central Government on 11/03/2016. 

[No. L-20012/02/1993-IR (C-I)] 
M. K. SINGH, Section Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORETHE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 

INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL NO.l, DHANBAD 

In the matter of reference U/S 10 (1) (d) (2A) of 
I.D.Act, 1947 
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Reference No. 12 of 1994 

Employer in relation to the management of 
M/s. CMPDIL 

AND 

Their workmen 

Present : Sri R.K. Saran, Presiding Officer 


Appearances: 


For the Employers 

: Shri B.K. Sinha, Manager 

For the Workman 

: None 

State : Jharkhand 

Industry : Coal 


Dated: 19/01/2016 
AWARD 


By Order No. L-20012/02/1993-IR(C-l) dated 14/02/ 
1994, the Central Government in the Ministry of Labour 
has, in exercise of the powers conferred by clause (d) of 
sub -section (1) and sub-section (2A) of section 10 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 referred the following dispute 
for adjudication to this Tribunal: 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the action of the management of M/s 
Central Mine Planning & Design Institute Ltd. Ranchi 
is justified in terminating the services of the workman 
Shri Gangadhar Pandey w.e.f. 03/11/1988 after 
employing him continuously from 08/07/87 to 02/11/ 
88 without paying him notice pay in lieu of one month 
notice and retrenchment compensation in violation 
of Sec. 25 F of I.D. Act, 1947 ? If not, to what relief the 
workman is entitled and from what date ?” 

2. After receipt of the reference, both parties are noticed. 
But appearing for certain dates none appears subsequently 
on behalf of the workman. Case remains pending. It is felt 
that the disputes between the parties have been resolved 
in the meantime. Hence, No Dispute Award is passed. 
Communicate. 

R. K. SARAN, Presiding Officer 
M f^TTl, 11 FT4, 2016 

W.3JT. 534— fTcjTT 3#rfWT, 1947 ( 1947 

14) etri 17 <£ SFprcur ^ TP4TR ^ 

45 TITS rH4M<bT afk ^ #4, 

3tWlPl* fspUT R ^£#4 7R*R 3lWlPI* 3#I*Tui/?m 
-4I4M4 4. 1, 444T4 45 TW (wf » 23/2008) *4 

y*iP^id ^ft i, ^ 7 r*r *4 11/03/2016 *4 trt 

f35T S4TI 

[FT. T^-20012/8/2007-33T|3m: (TftTTTT-I)] 
4R. TT. fW, sr^TTFT 3#PJ7R[ 


New Delhi, the 11th March. 2016 

S.0.534. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central Government 
hereby publishes the Award of the Central Government 
Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour Court No. 1, Dhanbad (Ref. 
No. 23 of 2008) as shown in the Annexure in the Industiral 
Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of M/s. ECL and their workmen, which was 
received by the Central Government on 11/03/2016. 

[No. L-20012/8/2007-IR (CM-I)] 
M. K. SINGH, Section Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORETHE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL NO.l, DHANBAD 

In the matter of reference U/S 10 (1) (d) (2A) of 
I.D. Act, 1947 

Reference No. 23 of 2008 

Employers in relation to the management of 
Mandman Colliery of M/s. ECL 

AND 

Their workmen 

Present : Sri Ranjan Kumar Saran, Presiding Officer 

Appearances: 

For the Employers : Shri D.K. Verma, Advocate 

For the Workman : Shri U.P. Sinha, Advocate 

State : Jharkhand Industry : Coal 

Dated: 12/02/2016 
AWARD 

By Order No.L-20012/8/2007-IR(CM-I), dated 
28/05/2008, the Central Government in the Ministry of 
Labour has, in exercise of the powers conferred by clause 
(d) of sub-section (1) and sub -section (2A) of Section 10 
of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947, referred the following 
disputes for adjudication to this Tribunal: 

SCHEDULE 

“(i) Whether the action of the management of 
Mandman Colliery of M/s. ECL in not providing 
dependent employment to Shri Dilip Chouhan 
against Late Lachhman Chouhan S/Loader under the 
provision of NCWA is justified & legal ? (ii) To what 
relief is the claimant entitled?” 

2. The case is received from the Ministry of Labour on 
02.06.2008. After notice both parties appeared, the workman 
files their written statement on 08.07.2008. Thereafter the 
management files their written statement-cum- rejoinder 
on 12.02.2009. One witness each side adduced on their 
behalf respectively. Documents of workman is marked as 
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W-1 to W-12 and document of management is marked as 
M-1 to M-11. Rejoinder from both side also filed in which 
denial of allegations by each other and every point by 
both side. 

3. The case of the workman is that the claimant Sri Dilip 
Chauhan is the son of Late Lachhman Chauhan and he is 
entitled to get the benefit of employment as per NCWA- 
III. The concerned workman Late Lachhman Chauhan died 
while in service of Mandman Colliery of M/s. ECL on 
20.12.1986 and left behind his only son Shri Dilip Chauhan, 
who was dependant upon his deceased father. And mother 
of Dilip Chauhan is predeceased him. He is entitled to get 
employment against his father as para 9.4.1 and 9.4.2 of 
NCWA-III. 

4. It is also submitted that the claimant Dilip Chauhan 
submitted an application with required paper before the 
management of Mandman Colliery in place of his deceased 
father on 29.09.1989 within three years of the death. The 
management accepted the application and desired some 
other documents and the claimant submitted those 
documents before the management on 31.07.1990. 
Thereafter the management called the claimant to appear 
before the screening Committee on 20.11.1990 the claimant 
appeared before screening committee and medical 
examination board and he was declared medically fit. He 
was also submitted succession Certificate, dated 2/5/1992 
granted by the competent authority of Asansol. 

5. It is also submitted by the workman that the 
management also verified the relationship from the Office 
of B.D.O Nirsa and all desired document including 
Indemnity Bond, Succession certificate and getting him 
medically examined for fitness for employment in mine but 
the management did not provide employment to the 
claimant. Hence Industrial dispute arose. 

6. The case of the management is that the sponsoring 
Union raised the present dispute after the lapse of two 
decades and claimed compassionate appointment. The 
deceased employee died on 20.12.86 and after his death 
none of his dependant applied for employment. 

7. It is also submitted by the management that the 
claimant is not the dependant son of the deceased 
employee, after lapse of several years, the claimant, Dilip 
Chauhan submitted an application for employment on 
compassionate ground stating therein that the deceased 
employee late lachhman chouhan is my grand father (Nana) 
i.e father of my mother. Grand son are not the dependant of 
workman. 

8. It is further submitted that as per NCWA dependant 
means “ the wife/ husband, unmarried daughter, son and 
legally adopted son. If no such direct dependant is available 
for employment, younger brother, widowed daughter, 


widow daughter -in- law residing with the deceased and 
almost wholly dependant on the earning of the deceased 
may be considered to be dependant of the deceased. The 
employment on compassionate ground is to be given as 
per provision of NCWA, but the same cannot be considered 
after long gap of 20 years. 

9. It is also submitted by the management that the 
applicant submitted an affidavit before the management 
that his actual name is Mahendra Chouhan and not Dilip 
Chauhan. In the said affidavit he has stated that Smt Punia 
Devi is his sister. As well as Smt Punia Devi is also sworn 
an affidavit and stated that Mahendra Chouhan alias Dilip 
Chauhan is his younger brother. Sri Mahendra Chouhan 
adopted the name of Dilip Chouhan and suppressed the 
material facts before the management that he is the grand 
son of late Lachhaman Chouhan. 

10. It is also further submitted by the management that 
the management received the legal notice from Sri Satyadeo 
Sinha Advocate at and P.O Lakshisarai, Dist -Munger in 
which he has stated that late Lachhman Chouhan deposed 
before the magistrate on oath in a case under sec. 4201.P.C 
to the effect that he had never any daughter and the 
applicant is not a genuine dependant of the deceased 
employee. 

11. The workman claimed as dependant of Lachhaman 
Chouhan. He claimed that he is the son of Lachhaman 
Chouhan and that he received the gratuity of Lachhman 
Chouhan. The management objected, saying that the 
aforesaid workman claimed job after about twenty years 
and he is no way related to Lachhman Chouhan to get the 
job. Dilip Chauhan at one stage says he is also known as 
Mahendra Chouhan. It is also learnt that the workman is 
maternal grand son of late Lachhman chouhan. Except, the 
exparte succession certificate and gratuity documents, the 
workman has no photo I.D proof, photo copy of rashan 
card that he is the son of Lachhaman Chouhan. 

12. In Para 6 of the written statement of the management 
it is stated, that the applicant is the grand son of Lachhman 
Chouhan and applied for job stating that. It is simply denied 
by the workman in rejoinder. But the workman has not filed 
any photo I.D proof that he is the son of Lachhman 
Chouhan. 

13. In affidavit of Mahendra Chouhan before the notary 
public “it is mentioned that my father died leaving behind 
me and my elder sister Smt. Punia Devi as his legal heirs as 
dependant”. In affidavit of Smt. punia Devi aged about 45 
years in 20.9.1989 his younger brother is aged about 18 
years there is 27 years different from both dependent. But 
workman denied in affidavit which is filed before the 
management with signature of Mahendra Chouhand @ 
Dilip Chauhan. But in Cross-examination of WW-1 he says 
that Punia Devi is not related to him. 
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14. In close scrutiny of Photograph and signature of 
Dilip Chauhan which is pasted in Form-K and Form -O is 
same and signature which is marked as Ext- M-1/1 is tally 
with all document of workman as well as affidavit of WW-1, 
where the signature of the workman is pasted. It is also 
noticed that all documents are there in the name of 
Mahendra Chouhan alias Dilip Chauhan as mentioned in 
Indemnity Bond. 

15. It is also perused that the deceased workman died 
on 1986 when the aforesaid workman is minor and he got 
major in 1989. But the name of the aforesaid workman is 
mentioned in all forum in 2008 after lapses of 20 years of 
course after he being major. 

16. As per Ext W-1 and Ext W-2, management has noticed 
Dilip Chauhan to appear before the screening committee 
and medical Board in the year 1990 but he was not provided 
job by the management. At that point of time he has not 
filed any disputes. Therefore it creates doubt why he has 
not filed any claim at that point of time. Now he has filed 
the claims after 20 years. Now he has about 44 years old. 
Filing of Gratuity papers ipso facto will not give claim to 
the said workman to get a post as dependant. Therefore 
his claim is negative. Moreover the application of claimant 
dated 12.09.1989 is filed by Dilip Chauhan S/o Sri Janki 
Chouhan marked as Ext. M-1. 

17. Considering the facts and circumstances of this case, 
I hold that the action of the management of Mandman 
Colliery of M/s. ECL in not providing dependent 
employment to Shri Dilip Chauhan against Late Lachhman 
Chouhan S/Loader under the provision of NCWA is 
justified. Hence he is not entitled to get any relief. 

This is my award. 

R. K. SARAN, Presiding Officer 
M f## 11 RT# 2016 

cfR.RT. 535.— 3tWlP|cb f#TTR 3##RR, 1947 ( 1947 RT 
14) RTR 17 ^ RRRTR JERK 

rt #ei, r f##: 3#rff#7 f#rr r ##r rrrr 

3#fff#7 3qf#RR/RR Rldldd R. 1, RRRTR R^ RR1R (R#f 
R#R 24/1994) # Wf# R7# t, # ##4 RRRR # 
11/03/2016 RffWlSTT sqjl 

[R. RR-20012/374/1992-3#RR (#-!)] 

RR. # f#, 3RJRTR ###1 

New Delhi, the 11th March, 2016 

S.0.535.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central Government 
hereby publishes the Award of the Central Government 


Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour Court No. 1, Dhanbad (Ref. 
No. 24 of 1994) as shown in the Annexure in the Industiral 
Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of M/s. IISCO and their workmen, which was 
received by the Central Government on 11/03/2016. 

[No. L-20012/374/1992-IR (C-I)] 

M. K. SINGH, Section Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORETHE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL NO.l, DHANBAD 

In the matter of reference U/S 10(1) (d) (2A) of 
I.D.Act, 1947 

Reference No. 24/1994 

Employer in relation to the management of 
Moonidih Jitpur Colliery of M/s. IISCO 

AND 

Their workmen 

Present : Sri R. K. Saran, Presiding Officer 

Appearances: 

For the Employers : None 
For the Workman : None 

State : Jharkhand Industry : Coal 

Dated: 09/02/2016 
AWARD 

By Order No. L-20012 /374/1992-IR(C-l) dated 
18/02/1994, the Central Government in the Ministry of 
Labour has, in exercise of the powers conferred by clause 
(d) of sub -section (1) and sub-section (2A) of Section 10 
of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 referred the following 
dispute for adjudication to this Tribunal: 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the action of the management of Moonidih 
Jitpur Colliery of M/s. IISCO Ltd. P.O. Jitpur, Dist. 
Dhanbad in Dismissing Shri Bijoy Kumar Mitra, 
Explosive Carrier, P.No. 898 from the services of the 
company is justified ? If not, to what relief the 
workman is entitled?” 

2. After receipt of the reference, both parties are noticed. 
But appearing for certain dates none appears subsequently. 
Case remains pending. It is felt that the disputes between 
the parties have been resolved in the meantime. Hence No 
Dispute Award is passed. Communicate. 

R. K. SARAN, Presiding Officer 
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11 TTP^, 2016 

W.3TT. 536.—3l1^1P|ob f44T4 3#rfWT, 1947 ( 1947 44 
14 ) ctf qro 17 ^ 3i^y<ui 3 T4#4 ttrir 41*Mm.<4 
^ WTT4 ^ H4S Pi4N+T 3^7 44^4 4)44)l<T 47 #4, 
3LJ44 3 f44V4 3lklPl4) f44K 4-' ^#4 7174717 3)1^1 Pi 4) 
3#RTR1/?TR' RI4M4 4. 1, 444K ^ W (7T*v*f WTT 
26/1994) 44 W<4)lf4ld 47# t, RT^#471744744 11/03/2016 
44 W7T 7|3I1 411 

[71. T74T-20012/380/1992-33lf33R (7ft-I)] 

T^T. 4/. fw, 3#I47T7l 

New Delhi, the 11th March, 2016 

S.0.536. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central Government 
hereby publishes the Award of the Central Government 
Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour Court No. 1, Dhanbad (Ref. 
No. 26 of 1994) as shown in the Annexure in the Industiral 
Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of M/s. BCCL and their workmen, which was 
received by the Central Government on 11/03/2016. 

[No. L-20012/380/1992-IR (C-I)] 

M. K. SINGH, Section Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORETHE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL NO.l, DHANBAD 

In the matter of reference U/s 10 (1) (d) (2 A) of 
I.D.Act, 1947 

Reference No. 26/1994 

Employer in relation to the management of 
Kustore Area of M/s. BCCL 

AND 

Their workmen 

Present : Sri R. K. Saran, Presiding Officer 

Appearances: 

For the Employers : SriNagendra Yadav, Dy. 

Manager (P) 

For the Workman : None 

State : Jharkhand Industry : Coal 

Dated: 10/02/2016 
AWARD 

By Order No. L-20012 /380/1992-IR(C-l) dated 
18/21.02.1994, the Central Government in the Ministry of 


Labour has, in exercise of the powers conferred by clause 
(d) of sub -section (1) and sub-section (2A) of Section 10 
of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 referred the following 
dispute for adjudication to this Tribunal: 

SCHEDULE 

"Whether the action of the management of Kustore 
Area of M/s. BCCL is justified in not running a canteen 
by their own employees as provided under clause 
8.9.land 8.9 of NCWA- III and NCWA- IV 
respectively and not employing employees S/shri 
Sarjoo Prasad Swarankar and eighteen others (as per 
annexure) running canteen since 1974 through 
contractor who is provided with fuel, electricity, water 
and accommodation free of cost by the management? 
If not, to what relief the workmen are entitled and 
from what date ?” 


ANNEXURE 

List of Persons 


SI. 

No. 

Name 

Designation 

1. 

Shri Sarjoo Prasad Swarnakar 

Canteen Manager 

2. 

Devendra Prasad Swarnakar 

Sales man 

3. 

Rupesh Kumar 

Clerk 

4. 

Rajendra Prasad Swarnakar 

Cook 

5. 

Dwarika Pd. Swarnakar 

Sales man 

6. 

Rakesh Kumar 

Sales man 

7. 

Shiv Kumar Prasad Verma 

Sales man 

8. 

Ashok Kumar 

Service Boy 

9. 

Ram Lakhan Lai Swarnakar 

Cook 

10. 

Jogeshwar Mahato No. I 

Cook 

11. 

Jogeshwar Mahato No. II 

Cook 

12. 

Pradeep Swarnakar 

Service Boy 

13. 

Shyam Sundar Prasad 

Service Boy 

14. 

Raj Kishore Prasad 

Sales man 

15. 

Kishore Kumar 

Sales man 

16. 

Dayanand Kumar 

Service Boy 

17. 

Shiv Shankar Prasad Swarnakar 

Service Boy 

18. 

Pappu Swarnakar 

Service Boy 

19. 

Balli Singh 

Service Boy 


2. After receipt of the reference, both parties are noticed. 
But appearing for certain dates none appears subsequently. 
Case remains pending. It is felt that the disputes between 
the parties have been resolved in the meantime. Hence No 
Dispute Award is passed. Communicate. 

R. K. SARAN, Presiding Officer 
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Rf 11 Rt4, 2016 

RR.3R. 537.—3tklPlR feRR 3#rfWT, 1947 ( 1947 RT 
14) RTR 17 ^ 3t;jROI R RRRR #RtRTRR 
R WW R RR5 PRMRI 3^ RRR RpRKI R #R, 
3RJRR 3 fRppR sMfRR fsRR T? RRRR 3klPlR 

3#[RRR/3[R RI4M4 R. 1, RRIR ^ W (RR4 RTsR 
35/1995) RT HRlPjId Tit t, RT R#4 RTRK RT 11/03/2016 
RT WR I|3TT «TTI 

[Tf. T?T-20012/354/1993-3Tlf3TR (TTt-I)] 

TR R. fW, SRpTFT -3#R7Rl 

New Delhi, the 11th March, 2016 

S.0.537. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central Government 
hereby publishes the Award of the Central Government 
Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour Court No. 1, Dhanbad (Ref. 
No. 35 of 1995) as shown in the Annexure in the Industiral 
Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of M/s. BCCL and their workmen, which was 
received by the Central Government on 11/03/2016. 

[No. L-20012/354/1993-IR (C-I)] 

M. K. SINGH, Section Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORETHE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL NO.l, DHANBAD 

In the matter of reference U/s 10 (1) (d) (2 A) of 
I.D.Act, 1947 

Reference No. 35/1995 

Employer in relation to the management of 
Angarpathra Colliery 

AND 

Their workmen 

Present : Sri R. K. Saran, Presiding Officer 

Appearances: 

For the Employers : Shri D.K. Verma, Advocate 

For the Workman : None 

State : Jharkhand Industry : Coal 

Dated: 18/01/2016 
AWARD 

By Order No. L-20012 /354/1993-IR(C-l) dated 
04/04/1995, the Central Government in the Ministry of 
Labour has, in exercise of the powers conferred by clause 


(d) of sub -section (1) and sub-section (2A) of section 10 
of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 referred the following 
dispute for adjudication to this Tribunal: 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the demand of the Union for 
departmentalization/ regularization of Shri Lakhan 
Mistry (Bouri) as Greaser Mistry by the management 
of Katras Area of M/s. BCCL is justified? If so, to 
what benefit the workman is entitled and from which 
date?” 

2. After receipt of the reference, both parties are noticed. 
But appearing for certain dates none appears subsequently 
on behalf of the workman. Case remains pending. It is felt 
that the disputes between the parties have been resolved 
in the meantime. Hence No Dispute Award is passed. 
Communicate. 

R. K. SARAN, Presiding Officer 
Rf fRRRT, 11 RUT, 2016 

RT.31T. 538.— sklPlR fRoTR srfqfWT, 1947 ( 1947 RT 
14) RT RTTT 17 R StjjHOI R R^tR RTRR feRT R RRRRR 
R RR5 1H4NRT 3ik RRR r4rI<T R 3RJRR R 
3TlRtffTR fERR Tf ^£#4 RTRR skftpTR 3#[RTWRR R1RTRR 
R. l.RRR^RRR/RR^RkTr 41/2011) RTRRTfRRRTRT 
t, RT RR(Tr RTRR RT 11/03/2016 RT RFR T|3TT RTI 

[R. ^-20012/30/2010-31^3^ (RTh^R-I)] 
TTR. fw, 3TJRTR 3tfRRTR 
New Delhi, the 11th March, 2016 

S.0.538.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central Government 
hereby publishes the Award of the Central Government 
Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour Court No. 1, Dhanbad (Ref. 
No. 41 of 2011) as shown in the Annexure in the Industiral 
Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of M/s. TSCO and their workmen, which was 
received by the Central Government on 11/03/2016. 

[No. L-20012/30/2010-IR (CM-I)] 
M. K. SINGH, Section Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORETHE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL NO.l, DHANBAD 

In the matter of reference U/s 10 (1) (d) (2 A) of 

I.D.Act, 1947 

Reference No. 41/2011 

Employers in relation to the management of 
6 & 7 Pits Colliery, M/s. Tata Steel Co. 
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AND 

Their workmen 

Present : Sri R. K. Saran, Presiding Officer 

Appearances: 

For the Employers : Shri D.K. Verma, Advocate 
For the Workman : Shri A.D. Choudhary, Advocate 

State : Jharkhand Industry : Coal 

Dated: 11/02/2016 
AWARD 

By Order No. L-20012/30/2010-IR (CM-I) dated 
14/03/2011, the Central Government in the Ministry of 
Labour has, in exercise of the power conferred by clause(d) 
of sub-section (1) and sub-section (2A) of section 10 of 
the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 referred the following 
dispute for adjudication of this Tribunal: 

SCHEDULE 

“ Whether the action of the management of 6&7 pits 
colliery of M/s. Tata Steel Co. Jamadoba in not paying 
the wages including Sunday,Holidays, Overtime, 
Compensatory days of rest including other tangible 
as intangible benefits in respect of Sri Lalit Kumar 
who was designated as Sr. Overman but allegedly 
deputed as Manager (Mining) for the period from 
09.03.2004 to 30.04.2008 is justified ? To what relief 
the workman is entitled to ?” 

2. The case is received from the Ministry of Labour on 
05/09/2011. After receipt of the reference, both parties are 
noticed. The Sponsoring Union/ workman fdes their written 
statement on 12.09.2011. After long delay the management 
files their written statement on 18.10.2012. One witness 
each examined from both side. 

3. The case of the workman is that the concerned 
workman joined Malkera Colliery of Sijua Group of Jharia 
Division as Mining Apprentice on 21.11.1986 for 3.5 years 
and thereafter passed Sirdarship & Overman and joined as 
Overman on 10.09.1991 in Malkera Colliery of Tata Steel. 
Thereafter he was summoned to work in the capacity of 
statutory Asstt. Manager (Mining) in IL-5 in 6&7 pits 
Colliery due to shortage of Asstt. Manager because of 
exigency enhanced in the mines as it was necessary to 
cope up such panic situation in the mines by immediate 
monitoring and controlling. He was asked to work as 
Statutory Asstt. Manager (Mining). He accepted the offer 
of the designated authority keeping in the view of 
company’s need as well as bright future. 

4. He joined in 6& 7 pits colliery from 09.03.2004. He 
was assured by GM to be confirmed soon, and he was 
working as an Officer in 6&7 pits Colliery but the payroll of 
the workman was of Overman in Bhelatand “A” Colliery of 


Sijua Group and subsequently the Medical Cards were 
issued in 6& 7 pits colliery with reference to an officer and 
a bunglow No. B-60 at 12 No Digwadih Colony was 
provided temporarily after three months. Even working more 
than six month he was not got given confirmation. He 
requested several times but higher authorities never 
accepted his request. 

5. It is also submitted by the workman that he was 
requesting the officials to Tata Steel Ltd. to promote and 
regularise him as manager (Mining) but the management 
adopted cunning policy and some how managed to take 
him in continuous job of A.C.M / Manager ( Mining) for 
four consecutive years and after that the workman was 
kicked out from the post. The wages of Sunday, Holiday, 
Overtime and compensatory Days of rest including other 
benefits has been refused/denied by the management which 
is gross injustice and deliberate act of authorities and that 
is under serious utter exploitation amounting to legal 
victimization comes under the unfair labour practice refer 
to V schedule section 2 (r) (a) of I.D Act. 1947. 


6. It is also submitted by the workman that management 
has violated the Sec 33 of Mines Act 1952 by not paying 
overtime wages as the workman was deputed for holding 
24 hours responsibility thrusted of Asstt. Manager/ 
Manager (Mining) IL-5. 

7. It is submitted by the workman that many legal dues 
is due to the concerned workman 


a. Wages of Sunday worked 

b. Wages of Holiday worked 

c. Wages of Calculated 
compensatory days of rest 

d. Wages of Overtime 


= 163 days 
= 20 days 

= 167 days 
= 2580 days 


8. It is prayed that denial of the wages of Sr. Overman 
who was deputed as Manager (Mining) for the period of 
09.03.2004 to 30.04.2008 is justified based on the document 
but after denial the reference case arose. 


9. On the other hand the case of the management that 
the person concerned resigned from the service of the 
company w.e.f 02.05.2008 and since than no employer 
employee relationship exists between the management and 
the person concerned. 

10. It is also submitted by the management that once an 
employee resigned from service and received the entire 
legal dues in the form of final settlement, the jural 
relationship between the management and the person 
concerned ends. Such person are not workman within the 
meaning of sec. 2(s) of the I.D Act, therefore there can not 
be any Industrial dispute between the person concerned 
and the management assuming the concerned person 
claiming to be a workman has outstanding amount against 
the management. 
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11. It is further stated by the management that the 
present reference ha to be examined on the sole issue of 
payment of Overtime to a person, who has ceased to be 
workman of the management company. The reference so 
instituted is bad in law is liable to be dismissed. For the 
sake of clarity, the management company present the brief 
facts relevant to the present issue. 

12. The person concerned was appointed as an Overman 
on 10.09.1991 and promoted as Sr. Overman on 21.07.1994 
subsequently he was appointed as Training Coordinator 
for Sijua Group for a period of three years. Then he obtained 
2nd class Manager’s certificate of competency under CMR 
1957 and the management paid him Rs. 1,00,000/- as an 
incentive in two equal installment. 

13. It is further submitted by the management that the 
person concerned was deployed at 6&7 Pits Colliery to 
acquire necessary competency. He was subsequently 
interviewed by the management to ascertain his suitability 
for promotion to the Assistant Manager (Mining), as IL-5 
but the person concerned failed to succeed in the interview, 
though he was allowed to continue with the work and 
responsibility of Sr. Overman, and he did not apply for the 
post of Asstt. Manager(Mining) IL-6 advertised in the year 
2007 where the Skill and competency of the person may 
have been recognized. 

14. It is further stated by the management the he had 
requested to V.P(RM) for his placement as Manager 
(Mining) in IL-5 vide his application dated 02.02.2008 and 
after examining the facts he was intimated that he was not 
found suitable for the post of Manager (mining). Thereafter 
subsequently he resigned from the company’s service 
which was accepted w.e.f. 02.05.2008 and all legal dues 
were paid to him in the terms of final settlement. But he 
raised issue related to unpaid overtime dues. The said 
claims are clearly after thought and do not have any merit. 
There is no iota of evidence that the person was asked to 
do as overtime work and the claim is without any legal or 
substance. 

15. The short point to be decided in the matter is to 
whether the workman concerned is entitled to get wages 
including Sunday, Holiday, Overtime, compensatory days 
of rest including other tangible or intangible benefits in 
respect of the workman. MW-1 Sri Dinesh Kr. Sharma says 
in cross examination that there was no post of IL-6 prior to 
2005. Admittedly the workman voluntarily quit the job and 
received all his benefits which will be apparent from his 
evidence quoted below :- 

“on 02.05.2008,1 resigned from TATA company and 
joined in other company I.e Electro Steel, Bokaro, as 
Asstt. Manager. I raised this dispute in 2009 while I 
was not an employee of TATA. I was working as an 
Overman in TATA , which was a supervisory post. 
Supervisory post is given to a person who was 


certified by the DGMS. I also received my leave 
encashment money, Gratuity, Annual bonus and all 
other dues as per calculation of TATA. I was not 
deployed to work Overtime. I do not remember 
whether I was given order to work on Sunday/ weakly 
up.” 

16. This being the situation from the own admission of 
the workman that he received his leave encashment, 
Gratuity, Annual Bonus and all other dues, and he also 
accepts that and he was not deployed to work Overtime , 
he has nothing to get from the management Hence he has 
no claim before us and as such the reference is answered 
against him. 

17. Considering the facts and circumstances of this case, 
I hold that the action of the management of 6&7 pits colliery 
of M/s. Tata Steel Co. Jamadoba in not paying the wages 
including Sunday, Holidays, Overtime, Compensatory days 
of rest including other tangible as intangible benefits in 
respect of Sri Lalit Kumar who was designated as Sr. 
Overman but allegedly deputed as Manager (Mining) for 
the period from 09.03.2004 to 30.04.2008 is justified. Hence 
he is not entitled to get any relief. 

This is my award. 

R. K. SARAN, Presiding Officer 
M fe#, 11 EE4, 2016 

W.3E. 539—3)Wlfi|4> fEETE 1947 ( 1947 E4 

14) 'qfl E1E 17 EjBOl 3 ^#4 TREE ^Etf 
ET EEEEE ^ EE5 fEElEETf °h4^KT ^ #E, 

3EJEE E skrffEE fEEIE E ^#4 EEEE ElElPlE 

3#4EEE/EE -Eldldd E. 1, EEET4 W EE1E (EE'tf E454I 
68/1994) ETl ycblfeld EETl t, Ef i£# 4 EEfE ETl 11/03/2016 
E^l WE 7[3TT Ell 

[E. TET-20012/204/1993-341^344 (TTt-I)] 
RE Tf fEE, 3FJETE 3#4E7El 
New Delhi, the 11th March, 2016 

S.0.539. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central Government 
hereby publishes the Award of the Central Government 
Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour Court No. 1, Dhanbad (Ref. 
No. 68 of 1994) as shown in the Annexure in the Industiral 
Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of M/s. BCCL and their workmen, which was 
received by the Central Government on 11/03/2016. 

[No. L-20012/204/1993-IR (C-I)] 
M. K. SINGH, Section Officer 
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ANNEXURE 

BEFORETHE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL NO.l, DHANBAD 

In the matter of reference U/s 10 (1) (d) (2 A) of 
I.D.Act, 1947 

Reference No. 68/1994 

Employer in relation to the management of 
Koyla Bhawan of M/s. BCCL 

AND 

Their workmen 

Present : Sri R. K. Saran, Presiding Officer 


Appearances: 



Lor the Employers 

: None 


Lor the Workman 

: None 


State : Jharkhand 


Industry : Coal 


Dated: 9/02/2016 
AWARD 


By order No. L-20012 /204/1993-IR(C-l) dated 
24/03/1994, the central Government in the Ministry of 
Labour has, in exercise of the powers conferred by clause 
(d) of sub -section (1) and sub-section (2A) of section 10 
of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 referred the following 
dispute for adjudication to this Tribunal: 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the action of the management of 
M/s. BCCL At & P.O-Koyla Nagar, Dist-Dhanbad in 
dismissing Shri Ram Chandra Nonia from the service 
of the co. w.e.f. 04.01.1992 is justified ? If not, to 
what relief the workman is entitled. 

2. After receipt of the reference, both parties are noticed. 
Though they took steps for certain dated, Subsequently 
did not take any interest in the case. It is resumed that the 
disputes between the parties have been resolved in the 
meantime. Hence No Dispute Award is passed. 

R. K. SARAN, Presiding Officer 
11 RT^, 2016 

W.3JT. 540—aMfrpF fRRTR 3#zrfRRR, 1947 ( 1947 RZT 
14) Rzj RTR 17 ^ RjRGi R ^#4 R7RZR 
RZ RRRRR RZ RR^ Pd 4 MRI 3^ RRR RRpRTR RZ 
3RJRR R ajWlPlR fRRTR R RKIr R7RZK 3tW|P|R 

3jfRRZRh/RR RI4ld4 R. 1, RRRTR RZ RRTR (RR4 WIT 
81/2000) RZTRRZlfRRRZRflt.Rr^RlRRTRZRRZT 11/03/2016 
RZT WRi|3R RTI 

[R. R^R-20012/356/1999-3TT^34TT (RTt-I)] 
TTR. RZ. fRR, 3RJRTR RfRRZTTl 


New Delhi, the 11th March, 2016 

S.0.540. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central Government 
hereby publishes the Award of the Central Government 
Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour Court No. 1, Dhanbad (Ref. 
No. 81 of 2000) as shown in the Annexure in the Industiral 
Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of M/s. BCCL and their workmen, which was 
received by the Central Government on 11/03/2016. 

[No. L-20012/356/1999-IR (C-I)] 

M. K. SINGH, Section Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORETHE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL NO.l, DHANBAD 

In the matter of reference U/s 10 (1) (d) (2 A) of 
I.D.Act, 1947 

Reference No. 81/2000 

Employer in relation to the management of 
P.B. Area M/s. BCCL 

AND 

Their workmen 

Present : Sri R. K. Saran, Presiding Officer 

Appearances: 

Lor the Employers : Shri D.K. Verma, Advocate 

Lor the Workman : None 

State : Jharkhand Industry : Coal 

Dated: 20/01/2016 
AWARD 

By order No. L-20012 /356/1999-IR(C-I) dated 
28/01/2000, the central Government in the Ministry of 
Labour has, in exercise of the powers conferred by clause 
(d) of sub -section (1) and sub-section (2A) of section 10 
of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 referred the following 
dispute for adjudication to this Tribunal: 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the demand of the Union before the 
management of Pootki Colliery under P.B.Area of 
M/s. BCCL to provide employment to Sri Mantu 
Kumar, dependant son of Smt. Ram Patia Kamin as 
per voluntary retirement scheme for females is 
justified? If so, to what relief the workman of her 
dependant Sri Mantu Kumar is entitled?” 

2. After publishing of Award. The case is re-opened on 
the ground of back wages as per order of Hon’ble High 
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court in WPfL) No. 1672 of 2007. Both parties are noticed. 
Also appeared for certain dates thereafter none appears. 
Subsequently on behalf of the workman no interest taken 
nor adduced fresh evidence as ordered by Hon’ble High 
Court. Case remain pending. It is felt that the disputes 
between the parties have been resolved in the meantime. 
Hence No Dispute Award is passed. Communicate. 

R. K. SARAN, Presiding Officer 

M f^ff, 14 RTEf, 2016 

W.3TT. 541.—3tWiPlT) faoTK 3jMwT, 1947 ( 1947 TiT 
14) ^ tun 17 3^4rui 

^ rrs fnnfnnff afp; Rufezra ^ fhfnn 

3iklPi<u fnnTT hm ^klPi* 3#purweRT 

npwi, obld<=bidi it trr (rt 4 n. 18/2012) nff wfum 
ntnft i, # ^tn ^ 14/03/2016 nil w fsn mi 

[n. t3nf-220i2/i46/20i2-3nfsm: (rIrr-ii)] 

n#^ fw, sr^nm 3#mnf[ 

New Delhi, the 14th March, 2016 

S.O. 541. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 18/2012) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Kolkata as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial 
Dispute between the management of Dankuni Coal Complex 
and their workmen, received by the Central Government 
on 14/03/2016. 

[No. L-22012/146/2012-IR (CM-II)] 
RAJENDER SINGH, Section Officer 

ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL 
AT KOLKATA 

Reference No. 18 of 2012 

Parties: 

Employers in relation to the management of 
Dankuni Coal Complex 

AND 

Their workmen 

Present: Justice Dipak Saha Ray, Presiding Officer 

Appearance: 

On behalf of the : Mr. Uttam Mondal, Ld. Counsel 
Management 

On behalf of the : None 
Workmen 

State : West Bengal Industry : Coal 

Dated: 29th February, 2016 


AWARD 

By Order No.L-22012/146/2012-IR(CM-II) dated 
25.10.2012 the Government of India, Ministry of Labour in 
exercise of its powers under Section 10(l)(d) and (2A) of 
the industrial Disputes Act, 1947 referred the following 
dispute to this Tribunal for adjudication: 

"Whether the management of Dankuni Coal Complex 
is justified in denying the charter of demands 
submitted by the union as per Annexure (copy 
enclosed) is legal and/or justified? What relief the 
workman is entitled to?” 

2. When the case is taken up for hearing today, none 
appears on behalf of the union, though the management it 
represented by its Ld. Counsel. It appears from the record 
that the union is absent for 3(three) consecutive dates. 

3. Considering the above facts and circumstances, it 
appears that the union is not all interested to proceed with 
the case further. So, no fruitful purpose will be served in 
keeping the matter pending. 

4. In view of the above, instant reference is disposed 
of by passing a “No Dispute Award”. 

Dated, Kolkata, 

The 29 th February, 2016 

Justice DIPAK SAHA RAY, Presiding Officer 

M 14 RTEf, 2016 

W.3IT. 542— 3iyp|=b fTTTT 3#rfwi, 1947 ( 1947 RZT 
14) RRT 17 ^ SFppph R RZRbR RRRK -HiU.H41 RZ 
RRRclR RZ RRS Pi 4 MR! 3Tp[ RRR r4rKI RZ R^RR R 
p |ch fRRTR 3 RTRTR PlR RfRRZTWRR 

MI4M4, UTTJT ^ RR1R (RR*f R. 87/2005) R/l RRZTfUTR 
RRRt t RT RZRUR RTRR RTT 14/03/2016 RTT W f3JT RT| 

[R. RR-42012/217/2004-3R^31K (RlPR-II)] 

TMfR fW, 3RJRTR 3#R7R[ 

New Delhi, the 14th March, 2016 

S.O. 542. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 87/2005) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Jaipur as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial 
Dispute between the management of Central Narcotics 
Bureau, Nivarak avam Aasoochana Prakoshth and their 
workmen, received by the Central Government on 
14/03/2016. 

[No. L-42012/217/2004-IR (CM-H)] 
RAJENDER SINGH, Section Officer 
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TOd 44 TOUT : TOf 19, 2016/9)1^4 29, 1937 


mi 


arjftT 

ftkk tour sjkrtfftfi ftSprod k m HHieH, tojt 

fttft.3nik. Wl ft. 87/2005 

47d44ftd, ftdlftk 3lk41Tft 

ftriftTT ft. L-42012/217/2004-IR (CM-II) fftlfdT 04/08/2005 

Shri Tulsiram, S/o Shri Laluram Gameti, 

Basant Vihar, Hat- No. 335, Hiran Nagri No. 5, 
Udaipur (Rajasthan) 

v/s 

1. The Office Superintendent, 

Central Narcotics Bureau, 

Kota - Rajasthan 

2. The Superintendent, 

Nivarak avam Aasoochana Prakoshth, 

Central Bureau of Narcotics, 

Distt.- Udaipur (Rajasthan) 

TTTft ft ft : ft 44lftt fft5 4Tft - Tlkfftk 

3TTTTft ft d741 ft : ft A 4 dft - 7'Sftftc 

: ftdld : 

k4T41 : 4.12.2015 

1. ftftd 717447 TO 3MPtT fftfTd 3lkfftd4, 1947 ^f?T ?TRT 10 
44-TO 1 1S4-S (d) ft 34dftd ft diet) 04/08/2005 ft 3llftl ft (ftd 

fftrid ft 3M7 47 45 w>i HrafftftR ftfkd 1 1 ftftk TOT? 
sURT Tlfad ftciK PlHcid t 

2. "44T 3lft5T4T, ftftd Hllftlfkll tJjft, RBJRSTPT, ftfdl/ 3lftsi4! 
(ft.) kro 44 347jd4T TOM, ftftd Hllftlfkll TJjft, ddd^ 
ft TO 35 k TkfR ft deft tft 551 ft eriejTFT dftff 
^iftrc-M-ddk ftft dkdrft ft ftkr 11 . 3.1993 ft ftkr 

1.1.2003 d41 4dft ft 4T4 ftdlk 1.1.2003 ft kfT ft 4<£)kt1 
TOT Hlkftd 44 ftft 7F4d I? dft dft ft dlftflR 315ft 
fftdtTO ft fftlTT 7T5d 5lft 44 3lk41Tft I? ” 

3 . rftftFd 3541 4ek ft fftft 4ft dsd ft 3 fjttt 7 ftfftd: M 
ft deft TFT 44 TO t ft drift ftdftd ^TftTOUT-dejft ftft 
dlftdlft ft 754 ft ftdTT 11.3.1993 ft fftdft ft ddd^JT fftld dddfeTd 

ftftkftdftrf TTTft ttto tot, 7T4ft ft ftftkrft 44 4k 
ftddd feldl TOI 75T I1 TTTft ft 4T7T 4l6d delft 44 el lull'd 
ftdiftd 15.4.91 t 3ft eflfftn ft 3M7 47 drift fftdfftd ft 
ft ft I 31FT TTTft 44 4414 I ft fftlft ft 45f 3Fd 4dft?d TOT 
TOft/ftftklft ft fftftfftd ftd4 ftdeft ft dflft 7ft I fftej TTTft 
ft TOft/ftftklft ft ftld ftdeTT 4 4eft 4 ftflT TO TOFT 1800 
75k ftcFTTd ftd4 fftlT TOTT dT | 


4 . dftftd ft TT7d7 2 ft TTTft 4d 4414 t ft Tflft ft fftft ft 4ft 
417 TOft/ftftkrft ft 7TTO ftftnft ft TO ft ftnj fftakuT ft 
TTTft ft TT^jk ftdd TO dft M4M ftdl 3f(7 Tdft ft dlTUlft TTfft 
eft TOfft fftft dTTftd ftftjR ft 3Tdftd 12 ft 3Pdftd 7TO ft 
ftftlM ft 3TTdT t aff7 fftft 4d 45 diked I ft 7TTO 4dft 4T7ft 4lft 
ftftdft ft 7TT8T 7TTO H4517 dft I dlTck ftftlH ft ijeT 3Tk447 ft 
ftk-fftftlT deft ft 3Pdftd TTlft 4d 45 3lk447 4T ft 4154 TOf 
44 4>k Tdft feT4T 44T t eft dft fftft sTTTT 4T54 dlel4> ft ftdd 
^<4ell ft deft TT4T4 ftft 4Tk ftftd ftlft ft dTTefk TTftlTd ft 
TTlftlTd ft deeidd ft TTTft ft TFjft ftdT TO TT4T4 dft ftdl I 

5. TTTft ft TTdTkd 7f4T TO TT4T4 477ft ft fedj fftft ft 
3^TOT4T 2 eT4T4d 3T4eP44T 9 ft 31444441 14 44 fetft d4T 
7144-7144 47 dft 3Tlft44 TTTeJd ftft kiTlft TTTft ft 7«Tlftft74, ft 
cn54 TOf ft 4dft ft 31^M ftd4 ^JTO ft 4eft ft 4H ft eTfftd 
fftft ft ftft TOT 4ft ft4T I TTTft 3Te44T dftf 3ft7 3147}kd TOdlfeT 
(dftft) 44 3Tfdfti 4T7T ftftd t fftlft 4T7T ft eTT^ftTT 11 
TTTft 47 BTTft 4^417 ft 417 ftftdftT ft ftl44 4T44 44 4lke4 I 3ft7 
1800 754ft TO 7T 44TT7T dft ftdT t TTTft 7T 4T54 deft ft 3lkk4d 
ftftkft 3ft7 7T44Tj 3TTfft 44 4dft 47T7T 24 dft (eldl TOT 4T ft 
7fft4T7 ft k4 ft dTlft ftftkft 44 44ftfeT4TTOT8TT57TTT447 TTTft 
TTd 4ft ftftkft 3ft7 fft ft 4T54 deft 44 4dft 4T7dT 4TI TTTft dft 
4>ft 4R 44 41 k el ftt TRjft ft ft 4Tlft ft I 

6. 34ft 4lkT44 ft 47d7 5 ft 4lft 44 4)44 t ft) d7T44 4dft 
ftkftk 3lftiftd, dd|ft ftft, TO dTeT4> 44 ftftklft 3dk ft ft 3ft7 
7lft44ftftfeT4 TTTft ftf 44 fftfftft 3T^7TT7 ^Td4 ftd4 fftdT TOT 
4TI TTTft ftT TOFT 10 dft d4T 317dTft fftdTTO ft 775T TOT Srjfftd 
44 Slftl 8TT 3ft7 TTTft 7«fkTTO 44 54T4T7 dT I TTTft TO Tdlftwi 
44 ftd4 ^14ell ftt k74T7 dft ft 4444 kdftFM TTTft dft ftft 
TFftft efft 3ft7 (ftdlft 1.1.2003 dft 31dT44) ftdT 7T 44 fftdT I 
kdftdd ft TTTft dft ftdT 7T 5dlft 44 dfti? 44d4 dft 4dT4T I TTTft ftt 
ftdlft TFdFfTTd ft 3ft7 dTTft fftTft ftft 311714 dft dT I TTTft ftt 7T4T 
ft 5dlft ft ^jft 441 4T5 ft ftkTT 318T4T ftkTT ft 7«TH 47 ftd4 dft 
TT4T4 fftdT 4dT I TTTft ft cpftdl ft ftft ft4)1 ftdT TOT 4 ftf ft 
ddftd ft 10 TTTeT ft ftdT 1 J D f ftft 47 ft 7«TTft dftf fftdT 4dT 3ft7 

441 415 ft ftkrr, ftkrr ft 44 ft fti4 ddT weft 5311444 kft fftd 

ftdT ft 44d41 417 kdT 4dT 4Tdfft 4lft ft 4T4 ftdT ft 3lk dlftflft 
fftft 7T7s4T 1 ft 3lft4 4T447, dfk^ 44 444^7 3Tlk 7«TT4f 47 
4)l4ld t 57T 444? Tdft 44 ftdT ft fftdT TOT 3fftr 11 

7 . dlfftd ft 34ft 45 415T 4dT t fft Tdft ft ftdigkd TO 25 
441, 25 ft 44 25 4d ft deftdd ft ft 4ft t 3ff? Tdft ft ftdT ft 
5dk drift ft 4T4 44447, TO47 3ft7 dftdl ft dftfdft ft fftgfftd ft 
4ft t ft 3Pff ftf 4lk7d tl 3Td: TTlft ft 4T44T ft t fft dft 
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P2J|41ra! u I 31Tfft ft efTR Plfffd pfRT if TJRpftfifd [ftdl RTTR sftp eRM 
PTfffR PFTPR ftTR cTFT ftcTTRT NTR I 

8. fcPTST ftf RPRT ft RTTtcRP RP7JR RN RTfftfTT ft RPRP 1 eFTRIcT 

11 ft PH-Ef if RTTT W^fl fftpT RRTN R^R RftR ftf RRR EJTPTSTf 
if RPPJRfftRTMl t RT pftRRPR$ 1 1 3lfftftfRRTSFT if RT RTTT RRT 
t fft ftftfr ftr fftrsff fftiFT ettrt Rftf ftgfftr RR Rft Rift Ml 
3jfp R ft §Pl<T> cTRR RFff ft PRT if PPRT RRT 8J11 RT?ff cpt cpciet RRT 
3 IIR>Rrr> ftpPRiTPPRTRRTaTTRSTTRftRTifTiffRTTR WTRT 
w fftfjfftr -^r T^fr sfr f^m wi RT?ff 

fftiFT RTT pSTTft Rnftnft Rft I Tfcf RT RTeTRT/ftfftfRN ftf ftFT 
^Pslcll Riff RFR RN RR>dl t RTR RT f^HFT RTT PWff RFftflft ft I 
wsff r>t 33 ft ftn if Rftf ft fftRfftr Rft ft Rft afk r ftft fftjfftr 
RR fftlT RRTI RTft RRT 3TTRTfftTRT SlftlRT ft PRT if PPRT RRT RT 3ffp 
RTF} PFTTfft RP RPTRTT RTF} PRR: PFTFR ft PRIcTT RTI 

9. RTft PT RTTR RTNRT PFRfftR RTF? Rft RNRFTT vRTcTT RT 3ffp 
ftftfT ftFT ftft ft M if fft#R TP ft 31RPTN 1800 WIT RfcFTTT ft 
flpTTR pf ^RRTR [ftdl villdl RTI RTft RTT RTF} ftc|d PTRTft RTft RTT 
RTF} SIT 3fk Rpff ft 3FJPTN iJRPTFT fftRT RTM ^ I fftST RTPT Rift RTT 
Tlfftft pfftpRP if TPRTSN Rft RNRFTT WTT 8TT 3jfp RTFJfftlPT RP 
RRfftdT ftf ft 3RPTTP iJRPTFT fftRT vRTcTT RT fftpFTTT fftlft fftiFT ft 
RTPT RRWT Rft 11 RlfftfR ft RPRP 6 if Rift ^ fftR RPRlM ftf 
RtR ftf t Re? fftiFT ft RTPT PTRWT R^f t RRff% RT^S TNT RFT R^ 
TPRPNT TTeRf^fT 1 1 

10. RltoT ^ RPRP 7 ^ TRR ^ f^W f^RSfrRN TT RT8PT t % 
31RPS ftRPT RNR PNTRP TT RRW t f^P# feT^ RTPPT PNTRP ^ 
TNT f^t R^ feR MRf T5t RTPRT TPRT 3RTRW || i^R $\ 
yf%RT ^ TT^ ^ PW t ft ^ fM ^ cRf^R RT[ RNR PNTRP 
feR f^RT eft U^lcHI M ftRT fM ^ Sl^R RTf I^R R^f t 
PPfTRT I RT^ff cf^T Rpf ftRPT ^ TNT Pl^Rd ^ R^f l^RI RRT RT 
ijS-TcRW TT PPTTef ^ RRPR R^f TtRT I RPS TR RT RRTRT ReTR t % 
RPT^ f^NRN 10 4RTTP}tPRTieRTTP}#rRP# ^eTTRT PRTRT 
RT 3ftP TP} ^ PPTTRR ^ TTT RPPf^t 31PTRRTRT PTR: PTRPR # wft 
8ft I W\ fM TT TRR t f% fctRgft ^RFT TNT 3MPtT f^TTT # 
iPlRR 1947 R?T Rhlil ^ RTfelR TT RePPTR R^f I^RT RRT t RRT% 
M faRPT RNR PNTRP TT RRW t fap# feR M?ff TT RTNR 
RNRT ftRTR TT wfcR f | RR iff cf^gj RRT | f% RTsfl ^#fcfj RR 
ftRTR ^ TR^ ^ TTT RpfT iff 31PWfT RRRkI Rif Reft R^f Rif R^jf I 
RfeRT f^RTR ^ PPff RP^tM 4 ^R P«fpjf R^fcT R?T 11 

11. W\ M RR RTRR | f% RTsff TNT WIT^RNR PT RT^TR 
3PJRPT RRRRR RSRf RP 3MT^R #T ^ RRPR PRTfef M WT #R 
t RRT RTaff Rhlil RRRP RR 31RR1R RFT RR TRTRN R^f 11 


12. RT^ft R5T R?T RPRT pf RT^PfR ^ PPTsJr ^ rMr PR5R ^ M 
^ 31RePRRT 1 efRTRR 31RePRR) 14 RT^fR ^ PRR RPR^T M RTf 11 
5PPF> RlldRRd RpIR) ^RR RlRlRl R?f Rl^Rd 311^1 ftRTR) 3.4.98 Rif 
TTRTRfrf RTPt 15, #TNPR“4T RRFT RR ftRTRT 8.1.2003 R^ TlRTRfrf 
RTPt 16 R8R Rpff R?T ^fcfR PnfPFPT R^f R^RfcT RT^T 1 R 
RPTJR 11 RT^ff R5T R?T RPRT PT RTfefT PTI5R $ R^pft PPT, RTaff 
RPRR R^ t Rddi RTR8T-RR RP ddR$] wfcNplSTT R?f ipff 11 

13. fcpRST R?T RPRT pf PJ^ff ^ PTPT ftpPRP 98 ^ viHRpl 2003 Rif 
RRMw $\ RRfMdT Rto eft RRlftlR RTTRTrIcT, ftRTRT 3.9.2000 
^ 19.3.2001 RRT eft RTTR ft PPRfeT eTFT RffT eft R*#1R RTtRtRfrT 
3ftp ftdiR) 18.3.2002 PT 4.8.2002 RRT R?T P^RTR PRRft R?T WdlPld 
RTTRtRfrT RPRfT 11 ftRST R^f RPRT PT 4 ftw %, 3lft5PfT ftRNRT RR 
3RPJRRT RRTM, RRRRP eft ftfaRT PTT5R ft PTR *T RPRft ftPIT RRT t 
ftppft RPTST-RR RP RPRft PTTSR RP RT^t RRT TNT RfcTR^RTT R?T Fft 
11 T3RRR5T R^f RPRT ft RTft 3M rMr RT ftrf^RT PTTSR RRFTeft RP 

Rf tl 

14. ft^T PPTRRST ft ftTPT RftfftftRN ftt RTPT R8TT RRPfftt RTT 
PPRRT SPTefPR fftRT I ftRST ftt RPRT ft RRPTeft RP ferf^R RTPT ft 
RPRft R)f Rft 11 Rift RST R)f RPRT ft ftft ftlfftR RTPT Rft RPRR 11 

15. Rift RST ftt RPRT ft ftFT ftftlRT ^RPR RPTJR ftft Rft &- 

1. 2005 R.3lft.31TP. RPT.pfT.Tee^ ^ 6103 3RP.TRT.fteTeTTRftT 
-SlfteTTft RRFT 3#pft^ RRftftpjlftR TNftftfRP -RRRft 

2. 2005 ftR.3lft.pfT. 2279 (PTR^R WTRTeTR), tRT 3RRT RftTRT 
-3lfteTTft RRFT ftRNRft TPRffRft PRft -RRRTft 

3. ftftfR PNRTN 3MftTRT W#RNN PTT SFT WTTclR, 
RTRRP TNT pftft3Tftft ftpT RiRP 43/2003 ft PFNRP 
RTTeT RTTR - Rift RRFT feft^RR 3lTftRR 3#RTlft - fftrft 
ft RTfftT ftftR fftRTRT 27.1.2005 ftf RRTftlR RftftRfft ftf 
RfTfttRfcT 

4. ftfttR PNRTN 3MftTRT WnftTRNN PTT SFT -RIRIdR, 
RTRRP TNT PM3lftft ftpT RiRP 129 / 2005 ft RRT ftRN 
3FTRTRT - Rift RRFT R iM RNftlfftRPT RTfftRRP, - 
fftrft ft RTfftT fftftR ftRTRT 03.1.2011 ftf RRTftlR RTfftTRfcT 
ftf RfftTRfcT 

16. fftTST ftf RPRT ft ftft fftlftRT ^1RT RPR|R Rft fftRT RRT 11 
RTPT ftf PFTTfftr ft PTRPFR RSlRTlft ftf fftftftlPT fftRT RRT SJT fft 
RSTRTN fftfttRT ^RFR RTPT ftf PTRlfft ft 15 fefR ft 3FRP RPRR Rft 
RP^ fftftR ftf fftfft RRT R)ft ^RFR Rftf RPRR fftRT RRT 11 

17. Rlftf ftf fftTH Rfftfftfft ftf RPRT ft RT RTPT ftf Rft t fft Rlftf 
ft eTRTRN 240 fftR ft 3RTRT RTfft fftRT I, fftlST TTPT RTPT 25-RRT ft 
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[ «TFT II—' iros: 3(H)] 

dtotodl M f^TT dltof tof dfdT df ftoto fcl'tocg 6C|i|I ddT I, dltof d)f 
^ we'll ]J3l|cM| tof dlff Men (chill MI I1 TO d?dT ^ cf?T Tpjfl ■§ 
ft 240 ftod Md ddto dTdto to TOd tof dM dTdto to W to M 
TO if f^TST dl 3Tf^reRg- cTeW dTdto to fM 3PJdTefd if to SldT 
3TftoeldI ddddT ftoto dto, 3dT: fM to Mg 31^ Sifted dddjd 
dTdto to W1 yfcRfTel 3TdTOdTOT ddCT 3#ftodd dto TOdT 114 to 3PdFto 

C\ 

TOdTftodTdTO gldT WT dto 3# Md ddffto to gldT dMd, 
cfdd dftoddd dlto Uddd ftoto dto I 3171: dtof dto ftoT5T gldT dfdT to 

ftoto fto to Ttor to dddro dfdT cf?r ftoiM to tm diddd to 

cfdd dTfftoT dfdT if ddddfftor dTdto dd 3TT^T TOdTftodTdTO gldT dRd 

ftoro toft i Itosr to ftond w ft Pi (to cf?r toto to to dror tof dtof t fto 

to to ftoTTO gldT to toto ^ to to (chill TOT dto (to TO 

3toto totodr to ftoto toftodr tor toftof to to if ddro tot stt tott 
to to toto to to to ftodro to to tot i M tof dtof PRjftor 

to to to 3Td: to to df 3TeTd dTdto dd dTdTef TOTOd to to I 
to cfd to toder Trto tor dd to sto tot to stator \3roto 
ddTOT fto TOTT STT I TO dddT tof % to I fto to fto iff dto if 
240 fto eFIldK to to fto TOTT ftodd if to d to to dddd 
dddT: to MdTd TOIT TOT I TO to ddd ddT t fto ftod dd dTOtof 

toto to srr toto M etnt to to to dftor tot to to 

TOd to TOTOd to tol tof to tofeh tod tof to TO if 
3TTdTOdTdTddTR to to, dddfeld to dM dTdto 3TTdtodT 
to tdf tofd) TOT^tof TO dddT ddT TO 3ftd ftoRd dd to 3FjdTTd 
TOTOT gddTd dTdftodTTOTTTO|TOtofdT?TddTlfto TOTOT TOTOTO 
toff dtod if dlf dTddTdT TOTdT STT, to dldd dTdddd dd TOTdTd | 

to to to tod dto fto dtor sto ftojfto to ^f to drto i 
to to to drtor ^ dTd df to tod if told ^ toto ^ dto 

dTddTdT TOdT t 3ftd ddtold told) dd dfddTd todTd c^ dldT iff ftor 
TOdT 11 dd iff d)dT ddT I f% to dd dd ddTdT defd I f% dto 10 
dM ddT todd dd4 to dfedT dd4 dff TOTeTOdT dd toh dff dd4 
dl to fTOdT TOdT TO 3ftd dd4 dTTOd to dd dd ddd: defT TOdT TO I 
to to to dd4 dTTOd to dd dddto dTTOd to to to | ftod 

dddT if dd todf f f% TOdd dTdddd ^ to to if 31 ld> to 
dTOJdf to deff dd Tj4ddT dfto efdTdT |31T I ddTfto 31 Id)to 
to to drfto dd dd Rlffd dTddT dTTOd to t, TTTaff dd dto to 

tod to to di ddro dto to tod 1 1 to to dddr ^ ftor 

dddT if dd todl to ddT t to totod dTddtoddT Sjdf, "dtod" 
to dtolTdT % 3TOtod to t 3Td: sfttoftdT ftod 3Tftoldd to 

drftod eTT 1 ^ to to I to fto^r dtofr to ftod dtofto to dddT 

todddddrtodtoltotorotodddddT todtod to t to totod 

didtoitoddr spr "tofd” to dtorm to 3rotod to t, dto dsr to 

dddT to 31dto TOTOT to dTdto if totod dTdddd sfttofrdT TOdlftodd 
dTd TO TOTdTeTd, TOddd ^TdT dfftoSTT^to todT TOdd 43/2003 


to dFITOd TOef TOd - dto dTO to^dd 3TTtoFT 3#ddto - fM 

to drftor ftotod ftoto 27 . 1.2005 to Mftod dftoto to dtotof to 

totod dTdddd 3fftoftodT TOTdlftodTTO did TO TOTdTeTd, TOT^d EfldT 
dffto3ntof todT TOdd 129 / 2005 to TOTOT TOhd 3TTOTeT - dto dddT d 

fM didtoftodr drftodd, - ftoto if toto ftoto ftorto 03 . 1.2011 to 
Mftor tototor to tototor dd^r to dto 1 1 

is. Tddf tot totod didtofftodr sj/r to "M" to dftom to 

3TOdftoT totoddTOdtfto5TtodddrtotodeT3Tdto tofM dddT to 
dddd 10 if dd fto§ TOTdT ddT t fto totod dTdtotfcddT ^JdT "ddfld" 
to dftorm to 3rototor dtoi t dditoto 3fftoftor ftoro 3toiftodd to 

totond top]; dto toto t ttto difM totoffd dto t dd^ dto tost to 

dddT to ddp totod dldddd 3fftoftodT TOTdlftodTdTO dTd TO TOdlTOd, 
TOJdfd EpdT dM3M todT TOdd 43 / 2003 to dltodd TOTTO TOd - 

dto ddid ftoftodd dfrftodro 3#fTrto - ftoto, if drfto ftofd Mh 

27.1.2005 to Mftor dfftoto to dtototo to totod drorod sfttoftor 
TOdltohdro did TO TOTdTTOd, TOdgd eTRT dM3dtof todT TOdd 129/2005 
to TOTOT tohd 3PTdTTO - dto ddld d M dldtoftodT totodd, - 
ftoto, if drfto ftoto ftoto 03 . 1.2011 tof Mftor dftotor tof 

dftotof to 3Tdrotod to dd TOf%d t to ^ to ftoro to ftom toto 
todi didto ftoftor ftoto dto t sffd dtotorro tof TOdto tor to 3pjtoto 
TTdTd (to41 ddT 11 todT 'Pdd 43/2003 to dd 3TddlRd todT ddT I to 

ftoraff todd "Mr" tof dtow to 3TMtor 11 ?d ftototof to 
ftow totof TOdTTOd to toto drftoiTT toM dtoi drotof dtof 11 ftorsr 

tof dddT to 3Tdtof dddT to dTdtod to toto totodT ^TOPd dtof dddd todT 
ddT t, 3Td: to ddT fMf dd | to ftodTO dto dd dddT dTTOdtofd dtof t 

to totofd didtoftoddr ^ Mr tof dtorm to 3 pMt dto t 
ddrtoto ditodd todtofd dto 11 

19. tott tot toraff to ftond to dTtof tof ^todd-drd-TOfto totof 
dtoroto to dro to torto 11 . 3.1993 tof fto^ro toto TOto dd tth t 

dltodd to dddd 1 to ftodTdT 11.3.1993 dff fM to TOdddd dddfTOd to 
ftoffd toto dd Mro mtof to ftodT t ftodr dsd tof dtofroid to ftorar to 
3Tdtoddd ftodT t 3ftd dTdT ddT t fto TTTsff TOftodT dto ddff tof fM 
EddT ftogtod dd dtof TOff ftodT ddT I ddT TOTO dff dtofddd ftodT ddT t 
fto M dto dTd ddT 3ddTftoddT tftodT todd dftof TOftodT to did to dddT 

ddT to toto dto toto drotof ftogftoro dtof tof dtof tof i toto Mf to to 

dw t fto ftodar EddT ftodftoi to to dTd drftodTT to mn tot to 
fM to ddf ftojdd /fto to dTTOT tof ftorg dTdto dd did Tdtof dd 11 

dTOdtof dd wtof tof dddT to dfto ftodftor to fM to dto ftow 

11.3.1993 tof ftofld toto to dTTOTO to dto dd^TT ftodT ddT 11 dT?ff to 
dd4d to dd^TT 3Tdto TOdd TO to ffM to dfdTOd to ftodTdT 11.3.1993 d)f 
fto^dd toto dd TOetodd ftodT t el (tod Rl^ltol to dTdd (delto drto 
todddTd dd TOetodI dto ftodT t dddj dldd TO to TO dTO t fto dfdT 
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ft gw ftft wr ppm ftp 18 oo wf pfte an i pftpftR 
ft Plftt ft P? 3fpp f fft P? Plft t fft PTPlft 3fpft PP PPpft P1PP pft 
ftft fft#P ^ ^ ftPT PPT SIT 3fk PTPlft Rift ft felP PPf tel ft 
PM PPT 8JTI MP^fl ft P? ftt mIcIMpISTT ft pftt3f)lp fftpi I 1% fftPTP 
RPT tet ftftjfftp ft Wf ft ftft fftRTPP pft teeTT PPT SfT | pp 
ftt 3fTR t % PPP fftpT fftpftt ft fftPTP WITIcS ft 3fpp 3fjpft ft 
pPTfelft PP1 TRElf TP} ft felft PM PPT Sfj | fte te ft tel % 
ftftlT, 3Tft«TR, fter M 3TTPJPPT P3fftp ftt ^ pfM«TT ft 3PfefpR 

PtPPP35PtfftteRPT3rpft fte ft msff ^ fftpfftp fft3jfftp ft 
psp cfTt 3fftt P^PfPP Plft fftpi PPT I1 1 JPj PR PP PfdTPfTSTT ft 
ft fftRP fft? fttW ft P? P^tTTP fftpi t fft MPNefl PP PPeTR 

rM pfte 3 ft pftter ft i rpttpp ft 37 ft fte te ft pip 

3ffftp f ppft ft ^etpft PR te telfl t ftp ftt ppft eftP 

fftpfftp teiff t pstt gppft pr 3 ft ftftfftfp ?R ppft 4ft fftgfftr pr 

fftftd fftPT PR f | Rsft RPT te eft PTRP sntjd 3FJer>PR-3 ft P? 
RfR ftpT11% Plft 11 wf ftfftR PR3jft PP te RPT PTPlft Rift 
eft feTP PM PPT SfT| 3FJeFPR 2 ft pftp Plft ft ft PeetP? fftdl I fft 
3f? PTPlft RT Rift 6 3RT ft RPR 3TT PR 11 Raft PTft 35T pifftif? 3ft 
PPPP PR ft fteT PPT RSR 4eld Pllftd ftpT t fft fftpTR 11.3.1993 

rt pft #iP-RP-Pfft ftft RftRff 3 ft pr ft Itete ft pft ft i 

MJeFPR 4 fftllfftp 3.4.97 ft ft Plft ft PPM? 3fpftcnftt ftft 3ft dsp 3fft 
ft pfttPP fftPIT t ftp 3RPPPR 5 fftftfftp 14.9.99 M 3RPPPR 6 
fteR 8.2.2002 ft ift P3RT 3fft PTRlt Rftp^ ^ RMRTT11 3RPPPR 
8 fftpffftR 1.8.2002 ft Weft 3flp ppftf ft 3f^T t fft) 3[^ ^qeii^ 3f>p} W 
ftlcftklft 3ft pup Rift 3fjrft MPPlftp 3fRP PeTlft 3pj c^ift ift WT an 
fftlPPift ^PPIffoT 3RefRR 9 fftpte 21.12.2002 ft 3|ft prft 11 ^ 
Pf P^f 3fW RT PPfRT t f% 3f? pfePf) RP ^ M telfl 3ft PR 
ft fftfR |PT an | Plftt 3|ft PPR ft pppp 3lfftftpl Ex-W-15 fftpte 
3.4.98 Pf P? Rlfftp I 1ft) Plftl 3|ft 32/ PRft ftfftR PR^ftf PP 
PTRlte 3ft PR ft tejfftPT fftpTR 10.3.1998 ft RPlfep 3lte, 

ppppp 3 ft cbiiildP ft3ft3mpRW3ftfftR^sfti5n ItefftR te 

3fft Plft ft 3RPTTP PTsft 3[ft fcpppp 3|ft PPTT ft left Rift PT 3[ftpR pjftf 
ft PlfftfeR ftft 3R 3Tfft3Fnp RTeRT Pft 11 pte RPft 3fft pfft pan 
MP-pR 3|ft PM ft 3PfefpR ft P? Rlfftp | fft pftf ft Rift-Rift 
fftpfftcT PTePfft Pft SRPfftrfft ft fftPR ft PPfnPfRRPlTP 3fRP RRR 

cfpcfnlftlftPTtRr^PTpspftr te pnaft ft pfM«p ft ^ 4 

PP pftWn (ftdl t R3f PTTpfl RT SPR 3RR RR p|R ft ftp PP 
3H3fftftp fftPT PR 11 PPft ft 3RP t fft Plft 3[ft <PR PR 3[ft pfftfe 
ft fteft ftvPP ft PR ft PPltPT PPT I Rf PPT fftp ReTR pft PR PRT 
RlfeR PP1 PTeIR 3fn 3fR pffR PPT ftPTI R?ft ft 3[jR | fft 
pelpftpR Rt 3fpftftp fftn MRP prpnp fftpp RPT ft fftPT R1R 
an I pMp R ftfftR P1TR ftt MPT 3PRPT p tepp ft ft RH 
fte PP | fft PTft fftrft fftR ft PTPlft 3fjft ft fefft fftpTR 


11.3.1993 Rt PTPlft 3fpft ft feft tfftR ftpp fttft ft PR ft 11 PRPT 
ftfftR PR^ft PP PM PPT an | 

20. RR PR fftpTR 11.3.1993 ft fftpTR 1.1.2003 PR eRTPTP PTsft 
RPT fte ft 3fpft fftft Rift RT PR | RRfft ^fft ft fftp PPReff PP 
3 fftf pftfftp PPCT pftf t fteft PP Rlflp ft Plft fft PTsff ft fftPTR 
11.3.1993 ft fftpfR 1.1.2003 PR fftpfftp 3fpft fftpT 11 3RP ftpiT ftPT 
ft fftgfftp PR fftPTR 3.4.98 Ex-W-15 Rift Rpft ftt RP1PP Pft ftft I 
te PPft Rt ftfftR PP5P ft ftpR ftpP 3fftf p[MP ft Pft fftPT PPT 
t fft PTsft ft fftR ft fftpTR 11.3.1993 Pi fftpTR 1.1.2003 PR 3TPRR 
PR PT eTPTPlP Rift fftPT ft 3TP: ft RTT fte PP | fft Plft PP PTlfftp 
pft RP PT3fP t fft fftpTR 11.3.1993 Pf fftpTR 1.1.2003 PR RP1P1P 
3ETft fftpi f | 

21. Plft ft fte pfclfftlft ft WPT ftf t fft te PI Rfftft 
pfftppp 3f[p ftpP PPPH pfftlPPP ftt PIP ftt Pft ft RT Tjft PR ft 
Pft PPp^T t 3TP: fftlR ft fte P1PT 114 PT15P Rfftfftpp ft 3TPlftp 
Pfcf3|jef 3T3R1PPT PRP ftftt Plfftj Rllft fte fftlR RPT Pfte 
fftpT PPT I fft Pnaft fftpft ft 3fft ft 240 fftp RP1P1P 3fpft pft fftpT 
pan pft 3Tfte PPeW ft pft ppp^T fftpi PPT f | PP ft 3pRT PPT f 
fft PTftf 3513ftft fte pft PM R1PT an psp pft PpfMt ft 3TPP11P 
PftPTP 3f)p fftpT RTR sp I RR PR P1PT114 PTTSP 3lfftfftpp ft 3TPlftp 
yfdP^el 3T3R1PPT PRP fftft Rift 3fp PM t ^P PWR ft PTpftfP 
pte MP1RP RPT 2006, pftp 3[ftft (PR.RR PP!.) 1 ^ 38 ^ ^ 
fftfft cMPSTT RPifftR TJ3f Pteftp 11 

22. 2006 PjftP 3[ftft (pn.RR pn.), 38, p[ftp PPP ffteTT PPTPP - 
RfteTlft 3RTP pppft 3TPP fft? - Pcpftf ft TTRPR ft PSPIPPTTP 
PMsft ftt PPT 15.8.85 ft 3TlftPT ft P1PTPT 3R ft pft sff | ft3fT PlPlfft 
ft RPPP PT1P PM 3fR fftplR 01.6.92 3fft TTcpsft ft 3)qlelisf[ 3[ft ftpj 
ft ^PpftpPT ftt pffftpT ftft ftp 3PPP: Rcpaft ftt P1R PlPlfft RT 
fte RTPteP ftp; ftftfftR RTPlteP Rt te f^PT PPT I 

MTsft ft STpft pftpftM 3TTR 3fftp ft Peftj fftdl fft 3fp 
ftft PTPlfftl ft 3TTftT fftpTR 15.8.85 PR 10/- PRft ftfftR PR^t PP 
teift ftt ftp ft sn p3f ftp pthtRt ft te fftftp ftft ft 
3MfftR fte 3Tfftfftpp ft PTtefi 35T PTRP pft fftPT PPT I PP 
'PTPTeTP ft P1P5T Pcpsjt ftt PPR ft pR tep sfttetTftt ftt fftftp 
Rift 3[ipft ft feip ppp|p fft RfttelTaft 1976 ft 1986 PR 3[ft ftR 
ter 35 T ftpp pfftppp p3f pppp ftn rp^p 35 ft i tepsft ft pftte 
3TTR 3fftp ft fte P? RSTP PPpP fftPT fft Pcpsff pftp RR pp MPT 
3pp 3fR 3fR fftpT p3f nft fttsf pRlftt fftpfftp pft ft pft aft I 3f^ 

gpppfft 35ipf ft fftrp fftppp sp pan PIP 3fpp PlR sp ft pft |PP feTPT 
RiPT an i pp ft 35R ppt fft 3teft ft ft3npter ft ftR 
12 PTft ft 240 fftP PR eTPTPlP 3Fnft pft fftpi f I PR ftt 3f7R PPT fft 
PPlft PIP 82, 83 Sjfp 84 ft RPR: 114, 63 3jfp 124 ftp 3fpft fftpt t RP: 
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TOftof 3m MM TORf to ^ TORT 25 M) 3MftoTO ftofTTO 3teMTO 

to tof roto totoro tot arjmePT rote tof ftefro snTOTOM toIt tel 

TTeTOff to TO tof 7T15TO to WT^d TOR 7TWT TO?T t fto TO TOTT 
TOT TOTO 470/-TOM IffcRT? to todTO TO fto^TOT TOT | tefteff tof 7RTO 
to TJTO roftef to TOT to BteTOcT telR TOTO fto TOftef to TOtof tof 
TJTO te to 240 M TOFf M Rhill I TO RldlcR to TTcTOS cf> TOT TO 
TOteil ftodl 3ft7 TO ted cT£TT 1976 to 86 TTTO tof totFT tefTOR TO 
IKtJd TOte TO Michel 3TTOTOTOI TO u I TO? TO? TOTOlRd ftodl fto 
TOTOsff to 240 M to Mto TOFf Mn 3TTO tot tefl^M 3toto tof I 
TO ^TFTTeRT to TORT 25 M). 25 (tof) to 25 M) tof uto TOT W 

to to to wi rototef tor jtow to fen? sntofter to to to 
to Mte ten tof 20 tom TOroteto 3rro rote tot ftoter tor i 

into tot -to tom to tof li+enfld to to -iiiiiMii to tor tof 
gto to ctsit to Mte to fto 3itentof tof tom 

ton tofi totor tote to ftote to fto mto to itowt tof 
roMte to to to sitoter tto tof to to snrroTfte to fto to 
•toitomto to to 3mto ftoro f fto rotentof to ton tot to site 
toto totm to 11 nito tote to to miwi etrt to 
tom, nro to, man toto tof toteM njte to trtjto to to 
toto tof to ttMtr mmi tof tof tot totot i to rorroeratoTO 

tof 3tote ito fto ntot tof m^RT if te roMn rotorotof tof to 

MM m to Mf tef nto site rorotof to to wn tor tof roto i 
tote mto mwi tof 7 m tote to wniiMn to Ttote ^ 
tote ^ fto 3ntetot te m nmm te to tote mto -mmidn ^ 
site 3ito totef $ 3MRT nw wi te n? 3mtom ton t to 

toto to m fto nto nn teto totot m t to to tote te 
tote ^ ^ nm to if totot ^ 240 to nte tom t to tote 
tote tote totot 3mnro nm 1 1 te tern to to to to 10 mm 

cm 3iteto TOjn n tof mi mtoief smrnmn wn tof to to 

elm? to to 1 nmito to mnn te nm n?m to nto mm mrmera ^ 

yfdc^ei 3nRK u ii 3iteto to tort if nmm mto to Riniein if to 

ton t tefto fteteicn to tof if 3#rto to sttt: to towi etrt 
to ftoto to m to mimm tott Mm to tom an 1 to w to 
to tot fto 3teto fteto to tor to f toto mmm tetor I fto 
to fto to fto TOftto 3ito to ntetot to 240 fto nte to ton 1 1 

TOTOTm to tot TOm to totem to mtote tote tow to 

TOT 2 (tetter), TO 25 (tot) TO 25 (mn) to 7W TO totTORI TO7TO 

nto TTTO 8 ^ 43 to TOtetef to mate tot fto tot to totof 
to tort to man torf to tomtomT to tort to to 3nmfte torn t, 

“To attract provisions of Section 25-F, the workman 
claiming protection under it, has to prove that there exists 
relationship of employer and employee; that he is a 


workman within the meaning of Section 2(s) of the Act; the 
establishment in which he is employed is an industry within 
the meaning of the Act and he must have put in not less 
than one year of continuous service as defined by Section 
25- B under the employer. These conditions are cumulative. 
If any of these conditions is missing the provisions of 
Section 25 -F will not be attracted. To get relief from the 
court the workman has to establish that he has right to 
continue in service and that his service has been terminated 
without complying with the provisions of Section 25-F of 
the Act. 

The section postulates three conditions to be fulfilled by 
an employer for getting a valid retrenchment, namely:- 

(i) one month’s clear notice in writing indicating 
the reasons for retrenchment or that the 
workman has been paid wages for the period of 
notice in lieu of such notice; 

(ii) payment of retrenchment compensation which 
shall be equivalent to 15 day’s average pay for 
every completed year of continuous service or 
any part thereof, in excess of six months; 

(iii) a notice to the appropriate Government in the 
prescribed manner.” 

tote tote tom to tor 10 to (i98o) 4 TO.to.to ^ 
443 , Tjte to tor toro tote ^roteror tojte tot to 

tote to 3wto ijtote to totor tote 3te totef to tote to tot 
totot tot it? to 3 Fftoto tero t fto to fteror I fto to TOto 
to tote TOteto to t fto to toto fto tete toff tof fto to to 
tjcfj to if iter 240 fto to 4 ftoro I tete to tote to to to 

t TO TOT to 7TW if tote TOTOf to 3lftof7T 7TTCT TO7J7T to I 

ftoto to toto 18 if intote tote «i to tow fto t 
fto TOcte tof tot to tofto toct to 3tefte tote toct 240 fto Tto 
to to tort to tef to^tt ftoro tott t, r ter to TO^to to tort 
to tote tote, to 3iftote to 3ntor to^tt I, it tote TOrofroto tefto 
tottto w, to Mm etot to^tt TOro-toro to tote totot to^tt 

ftoTOTOTOI 

tote TOite tottoto to to tof tefro ftoro I fto to 
3 TTOTO t fto tetef tor to toff te to tot toto tom t to 
m Mm to site ten to to to tott tofJ tof nroter to tort 
to tote 3tetote wr te ten 1 TOrote toM tottom to 3TrotetT 
ftoro fto TOtotef to 240 M ttto tof} to totr to to roa^r tof fto 
tort to rote tot tote to ftoro t to toror steror tottoMt to 

MfM TOTT 10 to TOT 3lftote TO TOTO7T TOTOf to TOR to wldTO^el 
31MTOTT TOM TOTOT tof 11 TOTOtote TOM TOTTOefTO to TO 31TOte7T 

ftoro fto TOTsff tof ten roroto to ijto TOrtof tof roro 25 (tjto) tof 

^«TT 31TOT 3rjTTeTTO TOT 3ltofTO TO^f TO I 
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EJRT 25 (ftt) RT 25 (Rp) ft 3fpPTRF ft WET ft P? W PT 
fft §Pl<P ftpp fttftt ftt Pjftt PP R3WI 3iyldlftt EfRT pfti Rhill 
PTETT I ?PT WET ft wftP ppftp MlPIdP ft P? mtik fftPT t fft 
prftpftt fftpfftp ftpT ft 3PM ft 3ffttcTTftt ft ftfftpT ftpp ftt 
pfftpETT Pjft ft W MW ftt 3% pft ftt PTT Weft 11 3ffftftftt ftt 
PTP PP Sffttcnftt eJTTT P TRdJP fftft Rift PP EM 114 (III) (ftt) 
PRcftP MSP 3ftftfftpp ft 3fMftpMIPIclP^Pfftp^3TPETRMW 
fftft Rift ft WET ft PEjfttP PT#M W ft PS 3fpEJlfftp fftPT t 
ftftt 3fpEJK u || ygu| ^Rft ijft ^TM ft MR pftdlft eTRT 5PT PET 
PP PTSP PMF PRPT StPT 1% pftf yffttidl Pjftt 3lR-dcP ft t 31MPT 
y(cl<^e1 3TPEJ|\R|| 1I6 U I PRft cf?[ 3^dly Pitt PPTP ftt RT Weft I 
MTPTcfP EfRT yfdctTel 3 TPEjku|| i!6 u l PPlft 3lfejR PPM Sift ft 
fcR * ftt PERM #TT 3ffftplft 11% TTTCT 3ffftEP ft I 3fft pft 
ftf£ fftPT RT PTPETT PT| PTPfttP M#M MTPTcfP ft PPPRTR 3fftcT 
pftpTR fttl 

2006 PjftP ftft (ifcf.RM RTT.), 38, Pjftp PPP fftcIT WET - 
3fftcTftff MPT P^PTPft 3FR fftft - Pcpftt ft ftt Pftt MET WIT ft 
3EEPtPM ft PS W t fft EM 114 PRcftP MSP 3f1ftfftpp ft 3fMftp 
PfcIPTcT 3fpEJRRT PSR PRft ft fcR PS 3TTPMPT t 1% MlftM 
PSEER ftt PSct PS PPlfpT 3fTPMP> t fft fftfST ft PET PlfftM 
3ffftM ftt WEPcTT 11 pftPTP PTPct ft Plftt ftfE PPlfft ft 3ETPET t 
3ET: ft 5PT fftpft PP i 1% M ^ P5T if M ^ RfcRtTeT 
3HETRRT i16 u l PR^ ^ feR fMcf P^[ 4ddl 11 

23. ftPST EfRT W?S eft % WffeT TR^TT wfMcT Pto 
p5t pr#RT PTTPlPM ^ 31PefRR ET ^ PM PP W?}p P^T eTETT 
t f% PT^ff PjEptr ftpTP) 11.3.1993 ^ ftpTP) 1.1.2003 PP> 
5lfcR-cR-Pp;4MPPM ^MT^prp}pRE^PMpEf^PR 
PPP11 

24. Rpt PP> EfRT 25 M 3MRpfT ftpTP 3ltRpPT ^ wf ^ PTsfl 
ppfpTR MP #T[gf^P PE ferfsp 1.1.2003 p5t ^PT ^ PT#!PP pE E 240 
ftp PP) RPIPR P)ft ftft Plft ft PM pE ftl^ PRft PP PPP t ?P 
wE ^ PTfti MP PPP|P PPRT PP Ppft 16 PRiftp) I ftf 

#rrgftp ftt ftft ft ptp ftt ftftr 8 . 1.2003 pE ftftr 1 1 ?p pprt pp 

Tf PP Peftn t fftr PT9ft ft ftpsft ft pft PRT 4 ppr ppftcRT Tf pr} 
fftPT 1 1 PP PPRT PP PP1P 3lftppft pRT Rl4d PTTftp PtPT 1 1 pTRT 
pp pm ftt ^ ftrff t fft ftprgftp ftt ftft 1 . 1.2003 ft ftp> ^ 

PTsff ft eTWT PTP PM PP> ftpftf ft Ppf Ppft (ftdl t ftf ftft 
1.1.1998 PPcft t 3fR PT?fl ftt Ppft PMJ^ 15 ft PIMP ft 10.3.98 ft 
ftfftpl ftpp PTft ft W ft PP) PTP ftt 3Tpft ft ftp ft^fftp ft pft t 
ftt ftftnftp 3TPPM ftt fttPPR 11 fM PTftt ft ftpp ftp, 3Tt 
ft«TPT, fftpRPT PP 3TRJMT pftM ftt Ppft PMJ 16 ftt fftpTPR 
PfMSTT ftt Pft I fftpft fft-FT pRT pft Rift PRft ft W ft ftft 


PRP pMTR pft tftPT PPT11 3TP: Ppft PMJ^ 16 ftt ftffPTR PRft ft 
ptft fftfftpl 3TPPP pft 11 Ppft PMJ^ 16 ft WRT ft PTft ft P>PT t 
fft PTftt PP pft P)p PPTPT fft Ppft PMJ 16 Ppft fftPTP pRT PTlft 
fftPT PPT I PT pft PPtfft pP PP pftf PPTPeft pftpi pcPlfft 3ffftp 
pft 11 PPTPeft pftpi 3lfftp PRft PP ppft fftfftfttP ppft I fftft 
WffftET feffftp) pRT P PRft ft PPRT PP pft 3TPTM pft fftPT RT 
RTPRTTI fftPST pRT PPRT PP ft WT ft PW 3RfttPRfft ft 3TPTP ft 
PPRT PP Plftt ft P5T ft PTM ft PPR fftft Rift pfM t PPtfft wft 
PeET PT PRft ftft ft WPET ft ftft PTPP pft fftPT PPT I 3ftR §pftl 
Pfft fftPST pft fftpfpT 7.12.2010 ftt PM PRlft Pftt 11 fftPTPT 7.12.2010 
ft 3EEE5 fftPST e[RT 5P 3Tfftftn ft WT ft pftf pfcR^cT PTPP pft 
fftPT PPT 11 Plftt ft Ppft -Ss^ 16 ft WET ft PfcTPftSP ft PP 
PeftTP fftPT t fft pft fftPTP PTeft ft fftPT PT I Plftt PPT ftt dRR ft 
^P WPET ft PMP ^5M 2005 P.3TT^.31R. TRT-ftt.P 6 ^ 1 ^ 6103 3TR. 
PP.fteTeTTRft -3pfteTlftt PPTP 3#rft^ ppfttp?jfftp ^pftfftpp -Pcpftt, 

prftfftp) pft PeftrjfttP 11 

25. 2005 P.3Tft.3TR. RP-ftf-P 6 ^ 1 ^ 6103 31R.ppft<de1lcftl -SlfteTlftt 

PPTP 3#Tft^ ppfttpJjfftp ^Pftfftpp -Pcpftt ft 3Pftenftt ftfftpT ftpP 
fttftt ft PTP ft fftpTPT 26.11.88 pft Rl^Pd |3P 3jft fftftp) 20.6.94 PPT 
ppft fftPT I fftftlp) 20.6.94 pft dpftl ftpT PPM PR ftt Pft I PPPP 
PTRPT PT fft fftftlp) 20.6.94 ft TJpft 240 fftp PPT eTPETR ftpT ftt 
aft 3ET: ftpRTPTfftT ft ETRT 25-RE 3MfftpT fftPTP 3Tlftfftpp PP 
PMPP fftPT PPT, TjPTPPTR Ppftt ftpT PPlfft 31% Bftftt ftf 3ET: pft 
ftpT ft PPPPffftdT fftPT PTTP PPT ftpT PPllftl PP 3pftp fftpM fftPT 
PTTPI fftPST MP PlfttPR ft PP PPTT PPT fft 3TfttePftt EJRT 2(Rp) ftt 
PfftPM ft 3TpRTR "ppfppp" pftt t 3ET: ETRT 25-RE PP RTP PFT PP 
PPTPR pftt 11 PP ftt PM PPT fft fftrftt "fftpft fftPTP" "TjfttP" ftt 
PfftPM ft 3HtW|(ftd Pftt t ppfeR EJRT 25-RE ft 3R[PTeR ftt 
3TTPMPETT Pftf 11 WEE 3#Plftt 3ljftpEP ft STfttePftt ftt pP 3TRTP 
PP ftpT PPRT-PP Rift fftPT PT fft 3lftellftt ft fftpEE 24.11.88 ft 
fftpTPT 20.6.94 PPT ftpT ftt 11 W MTPTcfP ft PPPP5T ftt ^Ppft ft 
PTP PP 3ETEJlRd fftPT fft 3lftellftf "prftpTR" PT PPT ftfftpT ftdP fttftt 
ft PTP ft fftfET PT I PP MTPTcfP ft PP ftt 3TWffftpT fftPT fft WEE 
3ftftPEftt 3l1ftpMT pRT fftpEE 24.11.88 ft fftpTPT 20.6.94 TEE ftt 3Tpfft 
ft ft feR Ppft PPRT-PP Pft SffcRPRT PRft PP Pftft PPTRT pftt PT PP 
PPP PPRT-PP ftt PT5P ft PPlftET PTPT I PP MTPTcfP ft PF ftt PTPT 
fft fftPP ft PWjft ^T5P Pft PPTPTI PP MTPTcfP ft 50 PfcRET fftM 
ftdP ft PTP 3ffttcPftt ftt ftpT ft [JPP#RT PRft PP fftftP fftPT fftpft 
fftW PffftpP PTpfttP W MTPTcfP sTMT fftpET ftt Pftt] fe 
Plfftpp ft fftftp ft fftPTP 3fftcT ft PTpfttP W MTPTcfP ftt 
Wife ft SffttcT pfttPTR ftt 3jft PI 3TPETTfftT fftPT fft PMPcft PP 
fttft PTSP Pftt PT fft ftpT PP PPRT-PP PMEE 3fjftpRft 3fjftpMT MTT 
PTlft fftPT PPT PT PPT fftPTP MP y^d fftfpft ft PP ETlfftp |3E PT 
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fft TOTft yniF-FR FTO viUeKTlftl ft cliJK [chill FTO 3Tfftftn TO cT^TT 
FFTR-FR ft TOft! RftTF Fft! an fft 240 fftF ft! ftFT RTO7TTT ft! Fftt I 
FTFfttR TTORfft ft R? ft! WIT ft 3TfttRTftf TOR ftftjfftr FR FF TfFT 
FFllftl FF FR 7TTO ftlTF WHIF-FR ft! Fft! HTfl ft<11 FTO SIT I 
FTFfttR roroftiF ft rf ft! ftto fft ftftn# 

3TFft cp^FT ft 3lfdR<W \ini TOTOT cfrr RfMeT FTRf TOT ftft RTSR 
FRTFeft FT Fft! SIT I FTFfttR TOTO TOTTORR ft TFTOftTF ft fftftR ft 
fftSTO ftftf FTFfttR RF^F TOTTORR ft TfttTOTT ft TO TOW 
ftftnft ftftro TOR ftftuft ft! TTFT ft TOR ft FTfT FFTR-FR 
ft to tottorr tor ftroffa FTFft ft fftroft ft ftft ft I RF ft! 

3TOfft fftn ft FFTR-FR ftf F FTFft ft TOR ft FTFftfR TOftft 
ft ft^ RK U I Fit! fftTO 11 FTfFlF FIFel ft TOT fcTTFT ft ftf Fftt 
fftfft TOF7TO 3TJTOft I ft RF£ lift 11 TOT TOTTO1T F fftrofFR ft 
3TTTOT FT ft ?TT fftft FT f fft FT?!! ftf TfFTgfftT TOR 25 FTO ft 
FifftroF ft tort ft ft Fftt 11 fftrsr ^r to ft f^ro tort ft rtor 
^IfftronfttTOlftFftftft WT TOT: TOTft ftlRTOT TOT TOT ftRT 

ft wt-fr ft ftot 3 ft aft fftfftrr ftof ft fftrsr tot tot tot 11 
Frftf tot ftro ft ftrftr roror ftg tom# ft frjr to fftrsr ft 

RfftftfR 3FTTO FfcfftFFT ft ftftfM ft 3TFRtTOF ^ 5TT TO ft TO 
ft! ffteRTT fft FTftf 7FR TOTft FftSTOT FTO sftT ftlST TO 5R TOR ft 
TOTOT ftftlT FRft ftfTO ft! 11 

26. TTTft TO ft TITO ft TKtJd ^RTTFT 2005 ftf.3ft.ft. 2279 
(Rftrro riij m ft % 3ift roftro -sftroft tot ftroft irftkft 
7ft! -TOTTft ft FTFef ^ FcRftt ft ftfttR 3fftftfT TOTRlfftTOTR 
3TTOTFTFTF ft TOST TO TOFT FTOR (ft <11 ft TO sfteTTft ft> ^f 1500 
Tft ftft ftp TO TOTO ^ TO TO ftfR ?JT cTSTT ft ft TOT TOT 
ft TOTOT STT ft fFT ^ 3#Fft ft ftr ft 3Tftft ft I TOft TftT 
1994 ft 3RSTO 1995 TOT TOft ftR ft TOTft ftftf ftTT ftft! ftftjft 
ft 3TOft ftft TOT 25-TJFT, TOT 25-ft ft TOT 25-R sftftfftp 
ftro 3ftrfftTO ft totor ft ftft fftrro TOTTO TO ft! ft! I TOft! ft 

TOjft ftror ftro ft TTTar ftT ft groftrorT ft! tort ft! i ft ft toto!! 
ft ft ftf ft ft ftft ft 5RTO ftTT I ft ft TO TOR TO7J7T ftlT fft 
ft ft! ftft ft 3TJTO ^5 3TftfTTftft ft! TO TOT ft ft 3Tftftr 
ftlT TOR| TOT ft fft TORT ftf ; gftfT ft! ft! TTTO 3TTftfcR TOT TO 
TORT TOft ft! fftftcllft TTftftT 3#TOft ft! 11 TO ft TOT TOJT fft 
TTftftT 3Tftroft ft TRRTRTR TO ftrfftffft TO TTftftT TOeRT ft! 
ft TTOT: TRTR ft ft! 11 5TT TOTT TOeRT ft TO TOftft ftf TO I 
ft ft TO fttTOT fftTO fft vft FTOTR 1500 TTOft TOfft 3Tjftrft ft 
TOeRT ft! [ft<11 vKiftl ftftjfft ft TOR 3Tfftroft ftf ftf did! 11 ft 
ft TOTOTRfRTT TO ftftRT ft TfttTO^T ftf ft RT^t ft ft TOeRT ft 
TOW RRfftT 3Tfftrft ft ftfftTRT TOftft tl RIFlIftTOTO ft TO 
TOTO fft TOft! TOR TO^TT FTOTR TOTOTT ft TO Rift TO fft ft 1500 
7ft FR7TR ftcR ft TO ft fftTO TOTT TO 7TTO TOlft TO ftf RTfft fftTO 


TO fft TOfft RTOITOT fftft 17.7.1994 ft 10.10.95 TRT ftro ft! ft I 
'TOTOfftcfTTR ft TO ftf TOTO fft fTO ft ftftf ftft Rift 'TOTOfftTOTR ft 
TRST Fftf TOgd ft! fftRft TORft ftftRT TTTfftT ft Rft fftRft RRR ft 
TOftft TOTO TO fft TORft ftfRTO ft 3TRft7T fTO 3TfftTOlft ftf TOeRTTfftT 
TOTT 3TTftfcR ftci! t 3ffT ftft 3TfttTOTftf ftft dlelTO T7TOTT t ft RRftf 

ftftjfft fro tor 3Tfftrorft ftf ft! Rift t ttto 3Tfftroift ft ttotortr 
3TTOTT ftrofftrofftr ft rtr torto ft! ftro ttot: RTOR ft Rift 11 
TOftroiT TOR TOR^r FfTOTR TOTOTT ft fftft^ ft tTO TOR ftft 7TOTOT 
M7d,d Fft TO 3R: 3TfftfTTR ft FTOF TOftTOTT ft FST ft 4lRd fftTO 
fftRft fftw 3tftRTft tTO ft! fftft FRftft TRTeftF ft TTOftft ft 
TRST 3TTTTOR ^ I FRftft TTOftft ft ftft ft fftSTO 3TfttR TOftft 
Rftftf RTTOeR ft TTOfft ft! I FRftft Rftftf RTTOeR ft TO 3RTOfft 
fftTO fft TOftTOTT TOR TO el TO ft TFT ft eRRTT 240 fft TOlft TOTft ft 

tor ftf fro tor §*tok ftf [ft<n rto I aftr fro tor <mi<i 1 ft! 

RtRTO ftf Rlfft TOTft ft fft ftft RTSf! ftf TOfT fftTO RTO TO I TOR 
fTOR ft Rlftf ffTffTR ft TOlft ft ftft TOR ft! fftefftt ftffft Rift! 
ft! TO7TOT ft fT fftftft RTOft TOlftftfftft^sffsffTftTOT 
TOftf-TOft! ft! TOfft RlelTO TOT TOTft fftlftd RTeTTO ft F fttft FT fefRT 
FRT11 5Rft R? Fft! TOTO RT RTOTO fft TOft TOeRT ft! ftfT ft TTO FRT 
TO 3ftT TOft TORTO ft FF FT fTTOrffftR fttft TOT STO 11 TOR fcTTFT ft 
FTft! ft TORT ft ftft FFF Fft! ef! RT RTOrf! I FSTTOlft ft STfftFTOFf FTO 
TOTft RFftF ft FTOT RTSR ft! TOR -cTOTTOT 1R fft^ftFR ft 3TTTOT FT ft 
?r fftroft ft | fft Riftf roftroir fftrftf ft rto "RFrft tort' ft ff 

FT fftfR TR TOlftro TO 3f(T ftroftftr ft! fftfft ft RFFF FTR Fft Tft 
TOTT RFTft FTRT ft FF FT TOTft TOTft ft TOR ftf RlfftT fftTO I 3ftT ?R 
R8R ft! % TOTft ft RFTR Fftf I fft TOTft fftFTTO 11.3.1993 ft fftFTTO 
1.1.2003 TTTO fsftfT-TOF-TOjft ftft! TOftroft ft TFT ft TOlft fftTO 11 

27. RTO TOTT TOR 25 RTT ft TORTOT ft FfftFIFTFTFT TOft! TOftTOTT 
ft! ftFT ft fftft fftw TOftroft ft TO1RF fftRtRTO ft RTOT Flft TOT 
FRT t ?R RRft ft TOftgftfR t fft FTftroft ft! fftfft ft FfTO ft 
fTTsftfftr ftft ftf fftfft TTTO TOeftR wfcRId fftld ftTTF FF ftFT ftf 
fftRTTTTTT ft RTR Rfft TOftTOTT Fft ftFT ft fTTRffftd fftTO RTR ftft 
TOTTOfftTORF ft! RR ft RRfftR FfftfftrM ft RF TTOTT ft! FRW FTRT 
ftft! fto 5Rft TOifftro RFftror r?t ffft ftft Rftftf i 

28. Rlftf TOR RlfftTOT ft FTOT 9 ft TOR 25 ftf 3ftfttfftTO fftfR 
3lfftfftRF ft FeRTOF TOT 3TTTOT ftf feTTO FRT t ftfftF ftRT ftfft Feftn 
Fftf fft <11 FRT I fft FTsft ft! ffFT ft fftTT TOfftRT TOftroft Fft ftFT ft 
TTTO FRT 3f(T FT?!! ftT ftFTfR TOT fftTO FRT I R1SR ft Flft! TOR FTfT 
FTFR FR ft ft! TOR 25 ft! ft ReRTOF ft RRR ft Fftft TOTOF Fft! 11 
3R: ft 5R fftRft FT | fft Flft! Fft ftTO^fftf ft TOR 25 ft! TOT fttft 
TTeRTOF Fft! 11 TOR 25 FR ft ReRTOF ft RRR ft ft! 3TfftTORF fftTO 
FRT t eflftd fftTRg Rlftf ft ftfft RTOTRTFTO R1SR Fft! FTfT 

fftroti 
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29. ft ftp'll cM vKlft TElsfa ft gffl WRJd 

ft ftffer ftct ft w wit TTcf fftftm ft mm m ft 

^ ffttftf m f fft ft fftft 1.1.2003 ft 31(ftSTT, ftftft FWtfftftT 
sjft, ftft/ 3lftsiT (fft.) fftfNT ft 3TTTJ^RT TTftft ftftft 

HKcbllftcKH Tfft, ft s[RT 3Pft TftTR ft IJclft m ^ ft 

RlefTF ftft, tftr ftp ftft WT ft ftft ft <Kslkdftl m 
25 IJT ftftftf fofTT ftftftR ft ft ftft ft TIT 1 ! R| I ft fad 

ft fftft FFT ftt f I mft TfftfTR ftt <Kslkdft ft fcrfft ft ftft ft 
[JFftfft ftft ftt ftfft Ff> dlft/T wfcl^ld fftlH fttH ft ftcfT ftt 
fftriM ft Tuar fftft ftt ftF ft Frft cfM ft tr tr # tjrrftfft 
ftT FdT t ft fftft ftr 3kffte fftrUT viM I fft WcT ftt ftftjFTT 
HM fttft ft ft W ft 3K7 TJTft ftt ftcfT ft [JFftfft ft | Sift ftt 
ftclKFllft 7TFJF7 fftTRT ftt ^Tlftt 11 WsS ftt ftfttF 3TTT ftF ft 

^rrfftci Fjftr ttfjrr ftftR fftft ftT 11 Fiftftm ft; ftfft fftft 

TT FF BFT TTE fftlT FdT 11 ftfR 7TFJF7 ftft fftlT FdT11 

30. mm ftt ftftfeifft ftftft ftk ftt ftftfftr fftnr ftftfftFi 
1947 ftt m 17 (l) ft 3Ffft TTRHft ftfft ft TFT I 

WFft, ftftftftftfft 

ft fftft 14 RTft, 2016 

FT.3TT. 543.—ftWlPl4i fftTU ftftfftFT, 1947 ( 1947 FT 
14) ftl FTT 17 ft SFpTFT ft* ftftfa TTTFR ftftR ftftr 3TTF 
ftftF ft TftFlft ft RF5 fftftnftf ftft ^ift FftFlft ft ftftr, 
3Tjftl ft fftfft ftrtftfftTF fftFT ft Fftft TRFTT ftkftfftF 
ftftFFT/FT FWIdd, FTFJT: ft TFS (#ft ft. 39/2007) 
ftt RFTfft FTftt t ft ftftft TRFR ftt 14.03.2016 ftt W7T 
f3TT FI 

[ft. T^T - 12012/12/2007-aftarK (ft-II)] 

ftft RRTR, ftfF ftftFlft 

New Delhi, the 14th March, 2016 

S.O. 543.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central Government 
hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 39/2007) of the 
Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour Court, 
Kanpur as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute 
between the management of Union Bank of India and their 
workmen, received by the Central Government on 
14.03.2016. 

[No. L-12012/12/2007-IR (B-B)] 
RAVI KUMAR, Desk Officer 


ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SRI SHUBHENDRA KUMAR, I US, 
PRESIDING OFFICER, CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 
KANPUR 

Industrial Dispute No. 39 of 2007 

Between- 

Smt. Kalpana w/o Kamal, 

House No. 3, Mohalla Sati, 

District Etawah 

And 

The Branch Manager, 

Union Bank of India, 

Branch Etawah, 

Etawah. 

AWARD 

1. Central Government, Mol, New Delhi vide notification 
No. L-12012/12/2007-IR(B-II) dated 31.08.07, has referred 
the following dispute for adjudication to this tribunal. 

2. Whether the action of the management of Union Bank 
of India in refusing employment of Smt. Kalpana (part time 
sweeper) w.e.f. 29.6.05, is legal and justified? If not, to what 
relief the workman concerned is entitled? 

3. In short the case of the worker is that she was 
appointed as sweeper by the opposite party on 07.10.97 at 
Etawah Branch, Etawah, and before appointment the bank 
called application supported with relevant documents 
which were examined. Although the nomenclature of the 
post was sweeper but she was being used to work for 
whole day by the bank and apart from the work of sweeper 
work of peon was also taken from her. Her services were 
determined by the bank with effect from 29.06.05, without 
making compliance of section 25F of the Act. It is also 
alleged that she had continuously worked for more than 
240 days in each calendar year from the date of her 
appointment till the date of her termination of service. Her 
oral termination of service is illegal inasmuch as at the time 
of termination she was neither given any notice, nor notice 
pay nor retrenchment compensation. Thus it has been 
prayed by her that she is entitled to be reinstated in the 
service of bank with full back wages continuity of service 
and with all consequential benefits. 

4. The bank refuted the claim of the worker on the 
ground that there remained never relationship of master 
and servant between the bank and worker, she was engaged 
only for some specific work for which she was compensated 
as per mutually agreed terms and it is also stated that mere 
engagement of any person for some specific work does 
not confer upon him any legitimate right to claim regular 
and permanent employment. The present matter does not 
fall within the term Industrial Dispute as defined under 
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section 2(k) of the Act. Worker had never been subjected 
for regular selection against any regular post in the bank, 
therefore, no right had accrued in her favor to claim 
reinstatement in the service of the bank. It has also been 
denied by the bank that the worker at any point of time was 
appointed as part time sweeper and she had rendered only 
casual services for which she was paid by the bank. On the 
basis of above it has been alleged by the bank that no right 
had accrued in her favor to claim reinstatement and also 
she is not entitled for any compensation as the bank had 
never violated the provisions of section 25F of the Act in 
the case of the worker. Therefore, the claim of the worker is 
liable to be dismissed being devoid of merit. 

5. Claimant Kalpana has examined herself as w.w.l 
whereas management has examined Arun Kumar Mishra 
as M. W. 1 the branch manager of the bank. Both the parties 
have also filed documents which shall be discussed at the 
appropriate stage. 

6. I have heard the representatives for both the parties 
and have also perused the records. 

7. Learned representative for the management 
contended that claimant Smt. Kalpana has filed this claim 
petition against her termination on the ground that her 
services were terminated on 29.06.05, despite she has 
completed 240 days continuous service in each calendar 
year from 07.10.97 that is the date of her appointment as 
sweeper and she was not given any notice nor retrenchment 
compensation, but the schedule of reference referred in 
this case speaks otherwise i.e. whether the action of the 
management in refusing employment of Smt. Kalpana (part 
time sweeper) w.e.f. 29.06.05. This clearly shows that 
reference is not on the subject of termination of the service 
of Smt. Kalpana. 

8. It is pertinent to point out here that when the contents 
of claim statement are viewed in the light of schedule of 
reference order it becomes quite obvious that the claim 
petition is completely contrary to the reference order and 
there is no mention in the claim petition of worker that the 
management ever refused her for employment and reference 
order also does not speak about the termination of service 
of the worker with effect 29.06.05. 

9. As such the tribunal finds that the reference order 
has not been properly worded in as much as schedule of 
reference order does not meet the ingredients of term 
retrenchment as defined under section 2-A of the Act, as 
such the worker cannot be given any relief with regard to 
the present reference order. 

10. Besides this Smt. Kalpana is shown as part time 
sweeper whereas in the claim statement she has pleaded 
that she was appointed as sweeper on 09.10.97 and she 
used to work for whole day and was performing the duties 
of additional peon. As such she has shown herself as full 


time sweeper against the genesis of the schedule of 
reference order. 

11. Be that as it may, the claimant as w.w.l has stated 
that she was performing the duties of sweeping only and 
was paid through cash vouchers. She has told age in her 
statement as 30 years on the date of recording her statement 
on 12.10.12 but in her cross examination she has stated to 
be 30 years in 1997. It also shows that she was over age in 
1997 and could not get apopointment as sweeper. She has 
stated in her statement that after her removal from service 
one Prem Chandra was appointed in her place but in cross 
examination she has stated that she does not know whether 
person by name Prem Chandra was appointed sweeper or 
not. She has further stated that she has filed vouchers to 
show that she has worked for more than 240 days of 
continuous service preceding 12 calendar months from the 
date of her termination from service. 

12. In this case worker has also summoned vouchers 
which were filed by the bank which makes it clear that no 
voucher is filed for the month of lune 05 and by calculating 
the dates it is very much clear that worker has failed to 
prove that she had worked for more than 240 days of 
continuous service before 12 preceding months from the 
date of termination or in any year. 

13. In this regard M. W. 1 Sri A K Mishra has also stated 
that in his branch there was no sanctioned post of part 
time sweeper and sweeping work was taken from the 
persons available in the open market and management has 
also filed paper no.25/1 -38 as were summoned by the worker. 

14. Therefore, on the basis of above discussion, the 
tribunal is of the opinion that the reference is not properly 
worded so as to come it within the definition of section 2- 
A of the Act i.e. retrenchment. Worker has also failed to 
prove that she had worked for 240 days of continuous 
service preceding 12 calendar months from the date of 
termination of service i.e. 29.06.05, though the reference is 
not on the subject of termination of the service of Smt. 
Kalpana, therefore, she is not entitled for any relief as 
claimed by her and the reference is answered accordingly 
against her. 

SHUBHENDRA KUMAR, Presiding Officer 
14 BT^f, 2016 

W.37T. 544—sMfw fBBK 3#qfWT, 1947 ( 1947 BH 
14) cfft BIB 17 ^ BBB17 ^ 

BBB7BT ^ BBS Pl4M4)T 3f[7 <b4<bkl ^ #Ef, 37f4B 
Tf 3lkilP|cb fBBK Tf ^£#4 BBB17 3tkl P14, 3lfBB17B/?lB 
'BWId’L BBB 37 ^ BB1B (wf B. 21/2000) B7T TBlfBB 
BTBft I Bf BTBOB BM BB 14.03.2016 BB BPB ?|371 Bll 

[B‘. BBT-12012/291/98-371^3717 (Bl-II)] 
TfB BB717, ^BB 37fBBB7t 
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New Delhi, the 14th March, 2016 

S.O. 544. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central Government 
hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 21/2000) of the 
Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour Court, 
Jabalpur as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute 
between the management of UCO Bank and their workmen, 
received by the Central Government on 14.03.2016. 

[No. L-12012/291/98-IR (B-H)] 

RAVI KUMAR, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORETHE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIALTRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 
JABALPUR 

NO. CGIT/LC/R/21/2000 

Shri S.K.Bhagat, 

S/o Shri Dharmraj Bhagat, 

Qr. No. 2/J, Street No. 14, 

Sector-6 Bhilai, 

Durg(MP) ...Workman 

Versus 

Branch Manager, 

UCO Bank, Sector-I, 

Kohak Branch, PO Bhilai, 

Distt. Durg (MP) ...Management 

AWARD 

Passed on this 29th day of January 2016 

1. As per letter dated 28-12-99 by the Government of 
India, Ministry of Labour, New Delhi, the reference is 
received. The reference is made to this Tribunal under 
Section-10 of I.D.Act, 1947 as per Notification No.L-12012/ 
291/98-IR(B-II). The dispute under reference relates to: 

“Whether Shri Suresh Kumar Bhagat, so called 
Personal Driver is an employee of the Bank and a 
workman under ID Act 1947? Whether his termination 
of the services w.e.f. 9-6-97 is justified? If not, what 
relief he is entitled?” 

2. After receiving reference, notices were issued to the 
parties. 1st party workman submitted statement of claim at 
Page 2/1 to 2/3. Case of 1st party workman is that he belongs 
to SC. He was holding qualification for appointment as 
Class IV employee. On 6-4-91, he submitted application to 
Sr. Manager of UCO Bank for post of Driver. He was 
appointed as personal driver vide order dated 6-4-91. From 
6-4-91 to 9-6-97 he was working without break. While 
working as Driver, he was transferred to Sr. Officer. He had 
also rendered service as peon in the Bank. He was paid 
salary and admissible allowance bonus and increments. 
On 9-6-97, his services were terminated without notice or 
giving opportunity of hearing. He raised dispute about 


termination of his service. Workman reiterates that he was 
continuously working from 6-4-97 to 9-6-97. Instead of 
regularizing him in service, 2nd party terminated his 
services in violation of Section 25-F of ID Act. he had 
rendered more than 240 days continuous service in each of 
the calendar year. On such ground, workman prays for 
setting aside order of his termination. 

3. 2nd party filed Written Statement at Page 6/1 to 6/2 
opposing claim of workman. Case of 2nd party is the 
reference is not legal. Workman remained absent on 18-6- 
98, 2-7-98. No information was received from him, the 
conciliation proceeding was held exparte. Workman was 
never in pay role of the Bank. He was personal driver of 
Branch Manager. As per Bank’s guidelines, his pay was 
reimbursed. As a matter of policy, the facility of Bank car 
was withdrawn from certain centres. As its consequence, 
the respective Branch Managers were directed to 
discontinue availing reimbursement of payment towards 
personal driver. Directions were also issued to ground the 
vehicle. The workman was never in employment of Bank. 
He remained absent. That workman is working as car driver 
since 28-5-97 in Bharat Industrial work. The certificate is 
issued by said company on 25-7-98. 2nd party denied that 
workman Suresh Kumar Bhagat was employed as Driver 
cum peon in the bank from 6-4-91 to 9-6-97. It is denied that 
he was paid monthly salary, washing allowance, overtime, 
bonus, festival etc. from the Bank. There is no employer 
employee relationship between the parties. Workman was 
not employed by the Bank. There was no question of 
payment to him by Bank. That the service of workman 
Suresh was personal and temporary. His termination after 
withdrawal of facility in Bank's card is legal management 
has referred to copy of Bank’s circular dated 30-8-96. As 
per letter by Dy.General Manager dated 27-5-98, salary 
receipt of Bhilai Sector 1 branch, copy of attendance 
registers, name of workman is not appearing. 

4. Workman submitted rejoinder reiterating his 
contentions in statement of claim. That he was carrying 
Officers from Bhopal, Calcutta visiting Bhilai. He was doing 
different work in the Bank, its documents are available with 
the Bank. The services were terminated on the basis of 
anonymous complaint. 

5. Considering pleadings on record, the points which 
arise for my consideration and determination are as under. 
My findings are recorded against each of them for the 
reasons as below:- 

(i) Whether Shri Suresh Kumar In Affirmative 

Bhagat, so called Personal Driver 

is an employee of the Bank and a 
workman under ID Act 1947? 

(ii) Whether termination of workman In Negative 

from services w.e.f. 9-6-97 is justified? 

(ii) If not, what relief the workman is As per final 
entitled to?” order. 
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REASONS 

6. As per pleadings in Written Statement filed by the 
management, workman was engaged as personal driver of 
the Branch Manager. Workman filed affidavit of his 
evidence supporting his contentions in statement of claim 
that he was working as car driver in the Bank from 6-4-91 to 
9-6-97. He was also working as peon. He was paid monthly 
salary and allowance. He was given annual increments, 
bonus was paid to him through A/C No. 24355/98. He was 
getting dress allowance, car washing allowance, overtime 
allowance, leave increments. He was doing other work in 
the Bank. Record is with the Bank. He worked more than 
240 days during each of the year. As per circular dated 
19-10-98 on completion of 3 years service, he was eligible 
for absorption in subordinate cadre. In his re-examination, 
workman has proved documents Exhibit W-l to W-3. 
Management’s counsel remained absent. Workman was 
not cross-examined. His evidence remained unchallenged. 

7. Management did not adduce any evidence to 
substantiate its contentions. 

8. Documents Exhibit W-1 is application submitted by 
workman dated 6-4-91 disclosing his age, qualification and 
holding light motor vehicle driving licence. Exhibit W-2 is 
order dated 6-3-91 workman was appointed as personal 
driver after absorption of Driver Bahadur. The application 
alongwith 8th passed marksheet was enclosed with the 
order. Exhibit W-3 is certificate issued by Sr.Manager Shri 
K.M.Pandey that workman was satisfactorily working as 
personal driver from 6-4-91 to 9-6-97. 

9. The evidence of workman is corroborated by 
document Exhibit W-1 to W-3. Workman was continuously 
working from 6-4-91 to 9-6-97 as personal driver. As per the 
policy of 2nd party, reimbursed salary paid to workman, 
when Bank has allowed its policy, facility of car driver and 
reimbursing salary of personal driver to the officer, workman 
becomes the employee of the Bank though he was 
appointed as personal Driver. Therefore I record my finding 
in Point No. 1 in Affirmative. 

10. Point No.2- Workman was continuously working with 
Bank as personal driver from April 91 to June 97, documents 
Exhibit W-1 to W-3 corroborates evidence of workman. His 
services are terminated without notice. The copy of circular 
issued by Head office dated 15-5-89 is produced. Said 
circular clearly shows that the officers provided with 
Bank’s car were engaging personal drivers. Circular further 
clearly provides that the personal driver completing 5 years 
service were eligible for absorption as subordinate staff. 
The salary of personal driver was reimbursed to the officers. 
The circular is also clear that it was advised that as and 
when officer go on leave , the car shall continue to be with 
him/ her only and he need not surrender it to nay authority 
till such time he/she is required to surrender the car due to 
change for his her posting or on his/ her retirement. 

11. Workman completed more than 240 days service as 
personal driver. His services were terminated without 


notice. Certainly there is violation of Section 25-F of ID 
Act. For above reasons, I record my finding in Point No.l 
in Negative. 

12. Point No.3- In view of my finding in Point No.2, 
termination of service of workman is in violation of Section 
25-F of ID Act is illegal, the management has not adduced 
evidence. The evidence of workman remained 
unchallenged. Workman as working as personal driver from 
6-4-91 to 9-6-97. Reasons for his termination from service 
are not established by cogent evidence. Therefore claim of 
workman for reinstatement deserves to be allowed. The 
affidavit of evidence of workman is silent about what he 
was doing after termination of his service. Considering 
above aspects, the workman deserves to be reinstated with 
25 % back wages. Accordingly I record my finding in Point 
No.3. 

13. In the result, award is passed as under:- 

(1) Workman Suresh Kumar Bhagat is employee of the 
Bank. Action of management terminating his service 
on 9-6-97 is not legal. 

(2) Management is directed to reinstate workman with 
continuity of service and 25 % backwages. 

Amount as per above order shall be paid to workman 
within 30 days from the date of notification of award. In 
case of default, amount shall carry 9 % interest per annum 
from the date of award till its realization. 

R. B. PATLE, Presiding Officer 

E^fWrf], 14 BRf, 2016 

cRT.3R. 545.— 3^1 PI+ fEETE 3#rfWT, 1947 ( 1947 EE 
14) +4 ETE 17 ^4 SRjRTEE 4 TREET 4+ 3TFR EWE 
^ EEEEE ^ Pl4M+T 3flT TEE) 4)4+1/]' ^ #E, 

3FJEE 4' fEpfe 3)klPl+ fEEK 4 ^#4 TREE7 +klPl+ 
srfEERWSTE -EIEM4, EEEPJ7 ET TER (4^4 4. 32/09) +4 

y+ifeid ere! 4 4] 444 tree ee 14.03.2016 ee we 

f3TT ETI 

[4. RET- 12012/82/2008-3Tlf3TR (4-11)] 

44 eetr, 3#[EE4 

New Delhi, the 14th March, 2016 

S.O. 545. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central Government 
hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 32/09) of the Central 
Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour Court, 
Jabalpur as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute 
between the management of Bank of Baroda and their 
workmen, received by the Central Government on 
14.03.2016. 

[No. L-12012/82/2008-IR (B-II)] 
RAVI KUMAR, Desk Officer 
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ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 
JABALPUR 

NO. CGIT/LC/R/32/09 

Shri Balram S/o Mayaram Burane, 

29, Marimata Chouraha, 

Distt. Indore ...Workman 

Versus 

Asstt. General Manager, 

Bank of Baroda, 

Regional Office, 

Ganga Jamuna Complex, 

Plot No.202, MP Nagar Zone-I, 

Bhopal (MP) ...Management 

AWARD 

Passed on this 19th day of January, 2016 

1. As per letter dated 25-2-09 by the Government of 
India, Ministry of Labour, New Delhi, the reference is 
received. The reference is made to this Tribunal under 
Section-lOofl.D.Act, 1947 as per Notification No.L-12012/ 
82/2008-IR(B-II). The dispute under reference relates to: 

"Whether the claim of the workman that he has 
completed 240 days of services in a calendar year, 
his services were terminated w.e.f. 24-4-04 without 
following the procedure of Industrial Dispute Act, 
1947 and he should be reinstated by the management 
of Bank of Baroda is legal and justified? What relief 
the concerned workman is entitled to?” 

2. After receiving reference, notices were issued to the 
parties. Workman submitted statement of claim dated 
27-1-2010. Case of 1st party workman is that he was 
appointed as peon on 25-9-96, he was continuously 
working as peon till 3-1-97. He was paid wages Rs. 48 per 
day. He was not paid minimum wages. He was working in 
Navlakha branch from 3-6-96 to 24-4-04. He was paid R. 90 
per day. His services were orally terminated on 24-4-04. In 
para 3 of his statement of claim, workman has shown his 
working days 84 days during 1996, 42 days in 1997, 210 
days in 1998,280 days in 1999, 280 days in 2000,280 days 
in 2001,2002,337 days in 2003.98 days till April 2004. 

3. Workman reiterates that he completed more than 
240 days continuous service. His services were terminated 
without notice in violation of Section 25-F of ID Act, 
retrenchment compensation was not paid to him. After 
termination of his service, he is not in employment. On 
such ground, workman prays for his reinstatement with 
backwages. 

4. 2nd party management filed Written Statement 
opposing claim of workman. 2nd party submits that 
workman was engaged for the work of arranging record, 
from 11-10-96 to 3-1-97, he was also engaged for the work 


of supplying drinking water. He was paid Rs.40 per day. 
Workman was not appointed following recruitment rules 
as per the regulations. The engagement of workman on 
daily wages was ending at end of the day. Workman was 
engaged as staff gap arrangement. He is not entitled to 
regular appointment. Workman was not interviewed. That 
employment in Bank is covered under Article 16 of the 
constitution. Workman is not entitled to any relief. On such 
ground, 2nd party prays that reference be answered in its 
favour. 

5. Considering pleadings on record, the points which 
arise for my consideration and determination are as under. 
My findings are recorded against each of them for the 
reasons as below :- 

(i) Whether the claim of the workman 
that he has completed 240 days of 
services in a calendar year, his 
services were terminated w.e.f. 

24-4-04 without following the 
procedure of ID Act is proper 
and legal? 

(ii) If not, what relief the workman is 
entitled to?” 

REASONS 

6. After reference, statement of claim is filed by 
workman, management of 2nd party filed Written Statement 
opposing claim of workman. Workman has failed to 
participated in reference proceeding. He has not adduced 
any evidence to substantiate his claim. There is no 
evidence to support claim of workman that he worked 
more than 240 days during any of the calendar year. 
Management has also not adduced any evidence. As claim 
of workman is not substantiated by evidence, I record my 
finding in Point No. 1 in Negative. 

7. In the result, award is passed as under:- 

(1) Workman has not completed 240 days continuous 
service. 

(2) He is not entitled to any relief. 

R. B. PATLE, Presiding Officer 
14 Rlk, 2016 

44.3JT. 546.— 3lWlPl4> f44T4 1947 (1947 44 

14) Rtt 4RT 17 R 3PJRR4 R 4^#4 R743R RRR 3TRt 
ffeRl 4T RRRclR R RR^ [H4M44 sik R4R 4)44)l<YR #4, 
3RJ4R R rW|R| 4> fRRTR R <4^-s0<4 RT447 RWlPl4> 

RfRRRR/STR -RI4M4, RRTJT 43 R41R (RR4 R. 26/2011 ) 
44 ycblRdd 4R4l t RT 4^4 RT43R 44 14.03.2016 44 WR 
fRT 40 

[R. RR-12011/40/20 lO-RT^RR (kl-II)] 
Tf4 43RR, ^443 3#[44Tl 


Termination of 
workman is not 
in violation of 
Section 25-F 
of ID Act. 


Workman is 
not entitled to 
any relief. 
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New Delhi, the 14th March, 2016 

S.O. 546. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 26/ 
2011) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, Kanpur as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the management of Central 
Bank of India and their workmen, received by the Central 
Government on 14.03.2016. 

[No. L-12011/40/2010-IR (B-II)] 

RAVI KUMAR, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SRI SHUBHENDRA KUMAR, HJS, 
PRESIDING OFFICER, CENTRAL 
GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM- 
LABOR COURT, KANPUR 

Industrial Dispute No. 26/2011 

Between- 

The General Secretary in the 
case of (Milap Chandra), 

Central Bank Employees Congress, 

MIG C-1241, Rajaji Puram, 

Lucknow 

And 

Regional Manager, 

Central Bank of India, 

Regional Office, 

372/18-B, Gwalior Road, 

Jhansi 284001 

AWARD 

1. Central Government, Mol, New Delhi vide notification 
no.L-12011/40/20lO-IR(B-II) dated 11.05.2011, has referred 
the following dispute for adjudication to this tribunal. 

2. Whether the action of the management of Central 
Bank of India, Jhansi in not releasing promotion to Sri Milap 
Chand CTO posted at Bara Bazar is just & proper? What 
relief the concerned workman is entitled to? 

3. In short the case of the union on behalf of the worker 
is that while posted at the post of CTO at Bara Bazar Branch, 
Jhansi, he appeared in promotional examination for the post 
of JMGS-1 in the year 2006 and he was declared successful 
and after conducting interview the worker was promoted 
at the post of officer. The bank instead of relieving the 
worker to join the post served upon him charge sheet dated 
04.09.2006. On the basis of inquiry he was awarded 
punishment of recovery of an amount of Rs. 16000/- and 
the appeal against the punishment was maintained by the 
appellate authority. It is alleged that order to recover the 
amount do not fall within the definition of punishment 
according to the provisions of various settlements. In this 


way the worker is not connected with any misconduct and 
lastly it is prayed by the worker that the action of the 
opposite party be declared as unjust and unfair and he be 
held entitled to be promoted with effect from 2006. 

4. Management has filed the reply against the claim 
petition of the worker denying all the allegations. It is 
pleaded that after receipt of a complaint from the account 
holder Smt. Urmila, the concerned worker was issued a 
memo and opportunity was granted to him to submit his 
reply and the reply of the worker was not found satisfactory 
by the competent authority. Smt. Urmila filed a complaint 
against the worker and Sri B K Gautam before Consumer 
Forum Jhansi, regarding illegal withdrawal of R.46000/- from 
the account and after hearing the both parties an order 
dated 12.10.06 has been passed against bank with direction 
that the bank is free to recover directed amount from the 
concerned employees. An appeal against this order was 
also filed before the Appellate Forum wherein by interim 
order the impugned order was stayed with direction to 
deposit Rs.46000/- before the Consumer Forum Jhansi. 
Lastly it is pleaded that gross misconduct has been proved 
against the worker therefore, he is not entitled for his 
promotion etc. as claimed by him. Accordingly his claim is 
liable to be rejected. 

5. By paper no.10/1 authorised representative for the 
worker has filed 9 papers. The bank by paper no. 17/1 has 
filed one paper. By paper no. 19, the bank has also filed 
certified copies of the decision of District Consumer Forum 
and Appellate Forum. 

6. Worker has not adduced evidence and his evidence 
was closed therefore, learned representative for the 
management has also endorsed on order sheet that there is 
no need to adduce any oral evidence on behalf of the bank. 

7. I have heard the arguments of the parties at length 
and have also gone through the entire records of the case. 

8. It is not at all in dispute that Smt. Urmila an account 
holder of the bank had filed a complaint before the District 
Consumer Forum and the said case was decided in her 
favor and against the worker. The worker has also preferred 
an appeal before the impugned order of the District 
Consumer Forum before Appellate Forum and the appeal 
so filed by the worker was dismissed by order dated nil 
being devoid of merit. 

9. As worker has not adduce any evidence to establish 
that inquiry conducted by the management is not just 
proper and fair as such his contention against the inquiry 
is not proved. 

10. Therefore, considering the overall matter available 
on the record I do not consider it fit to disturb the order of 
the disciplinary authority as upheld by the appellate 
authority. 
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11. Accordingly it is held that he action of the 
management as referred to in the schedule of reference 
order is just fair and proper and needs no interference. 

12. Therefore, the worker / union is not entitled for any 
relief pursuant to the reference order. 

SHUBHENDRA KUMAR, Presiding Officer 

14 Rt4, 2016 

W.3R. 547.—3iyp|cb f4RR Srfsrfwr, 1947 ( 1947 RR 
14) r 4 RRT 17 ^ 31;j/E u l r4#4 RRRR RRR 447 

^ WRET ^ 4T5 fRRDRhf afR 4)44)l<T ^ 

3PJ4R 4' 444^ 3lklPl4i f4RK 4 ^444l RRRR 3t1^1Pl4i 

344RRRT/RR ■RRTRRT, RRRJ[ 4/ RRT3 (4r4 4. 25/2013) 
r 4 ycblfeld RRcfl t 4f ^444l TERR ER 14.03.2016 ER M 
f3R RTI 

[4. TT^l-12011/91/2012-34T434R (4I-II)] 

44 EETR, IRET 344er4 

New Delhi, the 14th March, 2016 

S.O. 547. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central Government 
hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 25/2013) of the 
Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour Court, 
Kanpur as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute 
between the management of Punjab National Bank and 
their workmen, received by the Central Government on 
14.03.2016. 

[No. L-12011/91/2012-IR (B-II)] 
RAVI KUMAR, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SRI SHUBHENDRA KUMAR, HJS, 
PRESIDING OFFICER, CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIALTRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOR COURT, 
KANPUR 

Industrial Dispute No. 25/2013 

Between- 

The General Secretary in the 
case of (Ashok Kumar Jaiswal), 

U.P Bank Karamchari Sangh, 

45-A Chander Nagar, Lai Bangla, 

Kanpur. 

And 

Deputy General Manager, 

Punjab National Bank, 

Circle Office, 

Birhana Road, 

Kanpur. 


AWARD 

1. Central Government, Mol, New Delhi vide notification 
no.L-12011/91/2012-IR(B-II) dated 07.03.2013, has referred 
the following dispute for adjudication to this tribunal. 

2. Whether the action of the management of Punjab 
National Bank Kanpur in debarring Sri Ashok Kumar Jaiswal 
for officiating as special assistant officer till 23.12.12 and 
allowing officiating to others on same grounds is just fair 
and legal? What relief the workman concerned is entitled 
to? 

3. After receipt of reference order several notices 
through registered post were sent to the union raising the 
dispute but neither union put in appearace in the case nor 
filed claim petition. Union was also provided with sufficient 
opportunity in this regard but the union failed to avail the 
opportunity. Therefore, it appears that the union is not 
interested in prosecuting his case as such the reference is 
liable to be answered against the union for want of pleading 
and proof. 

4. Accordingly reference is decided against the union 
holding that the union is not entitled for any relief what so 
ever in the absence of pleading and proof. 

SHUBHENDRA KUMAR, Presiding Officer 

14 Rl4, 2016 

W.3IT. 548.— 4WlPl4i f4RR 3##ETR, 1947 ( 1947 ER 
14) r4 ER1 17 E> 3RJRR U T 4 e4#4 7EER7 4e7 3TTR 

et r4eee 4/ 4ts IheMeT 44 rr4 erPere e^ 44r, 
3 rj4r 4 4WiPir f4nr 4 r44i tretr 4WiPir 
344EEFT/ER -4I4M4, ERTJT 4/ REE (4e4 4. 25/2008) 
e4 rerIete ere! 14f ^444i tree er 14.03.2016 er we 

f3R RTI 

[4. RRf- 12012/105/2007- 3TTf31R (44-11)] 

44 eetr, 44et 344er4 

New Delhi, the 14th March, 2016 

S.O. 548. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central Government 
hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 25/2008) of the 
Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour Court, 
Kanpur as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute 
between the management of Bank of Baroda and their 
workmen, received by the Central Government on 
14.03.2016. 

[No. L-12012/105/2007-IR (B -II)] 
RAVI KUMAR, Desk Officer 
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ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SRI SHUBHENDRA KUMAR, 
PRESIDING OFFICER HJS, CENTRAL 
GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM- 
LABOR COURT, KANPUR 

Industrial Dispute No. 25/2008 

Between- 

Sri Mohd. Wazid, 

S/o Sri Mohammad Mustafa, 

R/o ED-24 ADA Colony, 

Naini, 

Allahabad. 

And 

The Assistant General Manager, 

Bank of Baroda, 

Regional Office, 

Civil Lines, 

Allahabad. 

AWARD 

1. Central Government, Mol, New Delhi vide notification 
no.L-12012/105/20071.R. B-II. dated 07.01.2008, has referred 
the following dispute for adjudication to this tribunal- 

2. Whether the action of the management of Bank of 
Baroda, in terminating the services of Sri Mohd. Wazid 
Messenger, with effect from 04.11.2006 is justified and legal? 
If not to what relief the concerned workman is entitled to? 

3. Brief facts are - 

4. It is stated by the claimant that the Naini Branch, 
Allahabad of the opposite party is under the control and 
supervision of Assistant General Manager, Bank of Baroda 
and he started working at the post of Messenger with effect 
from April, 2000. It is further stated by the claimant that the 
branch manager of the Naini Branch Allahabad, without 
any reason of ryhm stopped the workman from his work on 
verbal orders with effect from 04.11.2006. No notice, notice 
pay or retrenchment compensation was offered to the 
workman by the opposite party at the time of dispensation 
of his services. He has further alleged that in each calendar 
year he had rendered for more than 240 days of service. 
During the period of his employment with the opposite 
party neither there was any complaint against the workman 
nor was he ever issued any charge sheet. It is alleged that 
at the time of dispensation of the service of the workman 
juniors to him were working at the branch that are still in 
the employment of the bank. After dispensation of his 
service the workman made repeated requests oral as well 
as in writing for his employment before the management 
but all the times he was verbally assured by the concerned 
authorities of the bank but no written reply was ever given 
to him by the bank. 


5. It is alleged by the workman that the dispensation 
of his services by the opposite party is wholly illegal and 
improper. The entire action of the opposite party is against 
the provisions of the Act. After termination of his services 
the workman could not get any employment despite of his 
best efforts and he is unemployed. 

6. In the last on the basis of above it has been prayed 
by the workman that he is entitled to be reinstated in the 
service of the bank with continuity, full back wage and 
with all consequential benefits. 

7. The opposite party has filed the reply refuting the 
entire claim of the workman on the ground that the opposite 
party bank is a public sector nationalized bank and is having 
its own recruitment rules and no person can be allowed to 
seek the employment without qualifying the recruitment 
process. 

8. It is alleged by the opposite party that the workman 
was engaged purely on temporary basis to meet the 
exigencies as and when required. His engagement was for 
a specific work and for a specific period and the work 
entrusted to him when completed his engagement 
automatically came to an end and non renewal of the same 
is not retrenchment. As the workman was a daily wager 
hence the question of termination of his service or 
compliance of provisions of section 25 F of the Act does 
not arise. 

9. The workman was engaged intermittently during the 
period from 06.05.2000 to 08.09.2004, purely on casual basis 
therefore, there does not exist any cause of action or alleged 
termination on 04.11.2006. He is not a workman as defined 
under section 2(s) of the Act. Workman has not worked 
continuously for 240 days in any calendar year; therefore, 
the workman is not entitled for any relief. 

10. The workman was never the employee of the bank 
because he was neither appointed by the bank on any 
regular post, therefore, the claim of the workman is not 
maintainable and he is not entitled for any relief. 

11. Rejoinder has also been filed by the workman but 
nothing new has been alleged therein. 

12. Worker Mohd. Wazid has examined himself as w.w. 1 
and management examined Ram Palat as M.W.l and Sri 
Manglesh Dubey as M.W.2. 

13. Both the parties have filed documents which will be 
discussed at the appropriate stage. 

14. After hearing both the parties my predecessor has 
passed an award on 31.12.13 against the workman with the 
observation that the worker has failed to prove his 
continuous working of 240- days. 

15. Aggrieved by the award worker ha preferred writ (C) 
no.46759 of 14 before the Hon’ble High Court Allahabad, 
Mohd. Wazid versus Presiding Officer and others which 
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was decided by the Hon’ble High Court vide order dated 
23.2.15 and the award of the tribunal was set aside and the 
matter was remitted to the tribunal to decide it afresh 
according to law. 

16. I have heard the parties representatives at length 
and have also examined the record carefully. 

17. A perusal of the judgment dated 23.2.14 of the 
Hon’ble High Court reveals that the writ was decided after 
hearing counsel of the petitioner and none appeared on 
behalf of respondents. Hon’ble High Court has held that 
the worker has moved an application dated 26.10.09 before 
this tribunal for summoning certain documents. Despite 
moving of application by the worker documents were not 
summoned. It has been further held by the Hon’ble Court 
that the petitioner has pressed his application for 
summoning of records. However. Respondent no. 1 did not 
pass any orders on the said application. It was also held 
that the respondent no.l should have directed the 
management to produce the records in evidence. 

18. It appears from the records of this case that the worker 
has moved application for summoning of certain 
documents from the management on 26.10.09 against which 
management filed objection. The application for summoning 
the records was decided by predecessor on 25.08.10 in 
favor of the worker and management was directed to file 
payment scroll register for the year 2005-06 and vouchers 
for the period 2003-04. Considering the fact that the 
management has only filed some vouchers and did not file 
payment scroll register my predecessor has passed a 
detailed order on 02.08.11 observing that proper inference 
will be drawn at the time of arguments if any malafide is 
found and fixed a date for recording evidence of the parties. 

19. Perhaps that these facts were not brought to the 
notice of the Hon’ble High Court by the counsel of the 
petitioner or rather wrong facts were placed before the 
Hon’ble Court that summoning application has not been 
decided by the tribunal while from the discussion it is clear 
that summoning application of the worker was decided by 
my learned predecessor in favor of the worker and when 
the management failed to file payment scroll register my 
predecessor has passed a specific order for taking proper 
inference to the time of arguments, if any malafide is found. 

20. Now coming to the merit of the case it has to be seen 
whether worker has been able to prove his case and further 
it is also to be seen whether non filing of payment scroll 
register any prejudice has been caused to the worker. 

21. Briefly, the case of the worker is that he started on 
the post of messenger w..f. April 04 at Bank’s Nani Branch 
at Allahabad under the control and supervision of Assistant 
General Manager, Bank of Baroda and the branch manager 
of Naini Branch, Allahabad without any reason stopped 
worker to work and terminated his services orally. He was 
not paid any retrenchment compensation or notice. While 


management in its reply refuted the entire claim of the 
worker and alleged that the worker was engaged 
temporarily to meet the exigencies as and when required. 
His engagement was for specific work and for specific 
period and work was entrusted to him and when it was 
completed his engagement automatically came to an end.It 
is further alleged that the worker was engaged 
intermittently during the period from 06.5.2000 to 
08.09.04 purely on casual basis, therefore, there does not 
exist any relationship of employer and employee between 
the bank and the worker and also there dos not exist any 
cause of action or alleged termination on 04.11.06. He is 
not a workman nor has ever work for 240 days of 
continuous service in any calendar year. 

22. Worker Mohd. Wazid in his evidence has deposed 
different version by stating that he was appointed in the 
bank at Naini Branch on 24.4.2000 as peon but was not 
given any appointment letter. He has worked in the bank 
till November 06 continuously. It is strange tht the worker 
has not disclosed the mode of payment of wages in his 
claim petition and for the first time in his evidence he has 
alleged that he was being paid his wages through voucher 
which were entered in payment scroll register. Bank has 
not furnished payment scroll register in the tribunal on his 
demand. He has admitted his signatures on the vouchers 
filed by the management paper no. 15/2-11. He further 
alleged that at the time of his termination he was receiving 
at the rate of Rs. 1200 or 1300 per month. 

23. In his cross examination he has deposed that he has 
not given any application for his appointment nor was 
interviewed nor is getting any benefit as is admissible to 
the regular and permanent employees of the bank. He has 
further admitted that he has not filed any document to 
show his continuous working from 24.4.2000 to Nov. 06. 
He had worked continuously for 240 days in every year 
but has not filed any documentary evidence. He has further 
admitted that he has not filed any documents to show his 
working from 9.9.04 to November 06. His attendance was 
not taken in bank. Firstly he was paid his wage weekly on 
daily basis and thereafter after 15 days. Worker has filed 
paper no.8/3-7 through list 8/1 wherein it is shown that it is 
photocopy of saving bank pass book in which entries of 
receiving wages through cheque are entered but this fact 
has not been disclosed either in claim petition nor this 
photocopy[py of pass book is proved by worker in his 
evidence. Moreover by perusal of this pass book it reveals 
that this paper is fake as no number of account is shown in 
pass book and on paper no.8/4 only entries of withdrawal 
are mentioned and on paper no. 8/5-6 only entries of 
deposits are mentioned and on paper no.8/7 only entries of 
balance are mentioned and on this paper 5 last entries 
shown in correct figures which create a doubt that pass 
book furnished by worker is a fake paper. As he has stated 
in his evidence that he was receiving his payment through 
vouchers it cannot be believed that simultaneously worker 
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will receive his wages through cheque also. Worker has 
also filed copies of vouchers which are pap-er no.8/9-12 of 
different dates from 2001 to 2005 and also admitted vouchers 
filed by the bank which makes it clear that worker was 
receiving payment through vouchers only. Worker has also 
filed vouchers of different dates which are paper no. 8/16- 
31. I all these vouchers the signature of the worker is 
appearing on the back of it. A perusal of all these clearly 
establishes that the worker was never paid any amount of 
wages. These voucher related to the payment of different 
work like stationery charges, sundry charges and repairs 
etc. Worker has not filed any voucher to show that he had 
received any payment of wages through vouchers. 
Therefore, under these circumstances the version of the 
management is acceptable that worker was engaged for 
intermittent period only purely on temporary basis to meet 
the exigencies of work as and when required. 

24. In this regard management examined two witnesses 
M.W.l Ram Palat and M.W.2 Manglesh Dubey. 

25. M.W.2 has stated that during his working period 
from 21.07.98 to August 05 as cashier worker was taken 
work of bringing stationery and for other work as and when 
required. He has not worked for 240 days in any calendar 
year and after 8.9.04 his services were not utilized for any 
work as daily wager. 

26. M.W.l Ram Palat has stated that he was posted in 
bank from 24.05.06 to 14.08.09 and during his posting he 
came to know that Mohd. Wazid was never appointed by 


the bank and his services were taken for bridging stationery 
and supplying water to the staff and customer of the bank 
and he was engaged for intermittent period and has never 
worked for 240 days in any calendar year. Worker has also 
admitted in his cross examination that he has not filed any 
documentary evidence to show his continuously working 
from 24.04.2000 to Nov.06. 

27. Learned representative for management has argued 
that payment scroll register could not be traced out and 
filed before the tribunal. He further contended that as 
worker has admitted to have received wages through 
vouchers therefore, worker could not get any benefit if 
management would have filed payment scroll register. He 
further impressed that in entries in payment scroll registered 
are entered only where cash payments are made after issue 
of token and there cannot be any entry of amount paid 
through vouchers. Therefore, the tribunal is of the view 
non filing of payment scroll register is not fatal on the case 
of the management and also no prejudice is caused to 
worker. 

28. From the above discussions, tribunal is of the view 
that the worker hs palpably failed in establishing is 
continuous working of 240 ays in any calendar year. 
Therefore, he is not entitled for any relief. 

29. Reference is therefore, decided against the workman 
and in favor of the management. 

SHUBHENDRA KUMAR, Presiding Officer 
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